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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
Reverend Dr. Rodney H. Travis, First

Baptist Church, Ellisville, Missouri, of-
fered the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, we lift up our
hearts in gratitude to You for our great
Nation. We thank You for the stirring
history of our people, for our achieve-
ments of the past, and for our great
leaders who have given so much for our
freedom today.

Guide our Nation in the way of truth
and peace and let justice roll down like
waters, and righteousness like an ever
flowing stream. Help us to always re-
member that blessed is the Nation
whose God is the Lord.

We ask Your blessing and guidance
upon the men and women of Congress,
that they be filled with the love of
truth and righteousness and that You
would direct their deliberation and leg-
islation.

In Jesus’ name we pray. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. HOLT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-

nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment concurrent resolu-
tions of the House of the following ti-
tles:

H. Con. Res. 44. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
the 18th annual National Peace Officers’ Me-
morial Service.

H. Con. Res. 47. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby.

H. Con. Res. 50. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the 1999 District of Columbia Spe-
cial Olympics Law Enforcement Torch Run
to be run through the Capitol Grounds.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of Senate
Resolution 105, adopted April 13, 1989,
as amended by Public Law 105–275, and
further amended by Senate Resolution
75, adopted March 25, 1999, the Chair,
on behalf of the Democratic Leader,
announces the appointment of the fol-
lowing Senators to serve as members of
the Senate National Security Working
Group—

the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
BYRD), Minority Administrative Co-
Chairman;

the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN), Minority Co-Chairman;

the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BIDEN), Minority Co-Chairman;

the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY);

the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
KERREY);

the Senator from New York (Mr.
MOYNIHAN);

the Senator from Maryland (Mr. SAR-
BANES);

the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KERRY); and

the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR-
BIN).

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 94–304, as amended by Public Law
99–7, the Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, announces the appointment
of the following Senators as members
of the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe—

the Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
LAUTENBERG);

the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GRAHAM);

the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
FEINGOLD); and

the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
DODD).

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 105–244, the Chair, on behalf of the
Democratic Leader, announces the ap-
pointment of the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), to serve as a
member of the Web-Based Education
Commission, vice Dr. Richard J.
Gowen, of South Dakota.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
3(b) of Public Law 105–341, the Chair, on
behalf of the Majority Leader, an-
nounces the appointment of the fol-
lowing individuals to the Women’s
Progress Commemoration
Commission—

Elaine L. Chao, of Kentucky;
Amy M. Holmes, of Washington, D.C.;

and
Patricia C. Lamar, of Mississippi.
The message also announced that

pursuant to the provisions of Executive
Order No. 12131, the Chair, on behalf of
the Vice President and upon the rec-
ommendation of the Majority Leader,
appoints the following Senators as
members of the President’s Export
Council: the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS); the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. ASHCROFT); and the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI).

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of Executive
Order No. 12131, the Chair, on behalf of
the Vice President and upon the rec-
ommendation of the Democratic Lead-
er, appoints the following Senators as
members of the President’s Export
Council: the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BAUCUS); and the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON).
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 10 one-minutes per side.

Will the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. EMERSON) kindly assume the
Chair.

f

THE POWER TO TAX IS THE
POWER TO DESTROY

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, it
was 180 years ago that Daniel Webster
said in the case of McCullough v. Mary-
land that the power to tax is the power
to destroy. Well, today this Federal
Government has been destroying work-
ing families all across America with
excess taxation.

I rise today to support H.J. Res. 37,
the Tax Limitation Amendment, that
will put a leash on this Federal Gov-
ernment by requiring a two-thirds ma-
jority vote in both Houses to raise
taxes.

In 1994, as a private citizen, I led an
effort to amend our own State con-
stitution with very similar language. I
am proud to say that Nevada voters in
two consecutive elections overwhelm-
ingly passed that measure, and it has
become a Nevada law. By passing this
law, the citizens in Nevada declared in
a loud and clear voice that they want
to put a leash on the way government
spending and burdensome taxes are in-
creased.

States whose governments have simi-
larly imposed a supermajority require-
ment for tax increases experience
greater economic growth, lower taxes
and a reduced growth in government
spending. The Federal Government
needs to put this same fat-free diet
into existence by making it more dif-
ficult to raise taxes on America’s hard-
working men and women.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE JONESBORO SUN

(Mr. BERRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERRY. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to the staff and
the publisher, Mr. John Trout, at the
Jonesboro Sun. It has been an out-
standing newspaper in the First Con-
gressional District of Arkansas.

The Jonesboro Sun was recognized
yesterday as one of two finalists in the
Breaking News Reporting category in
the 83rd annual Pulitzer Prizes in Jour-
nalism, Letters, Drama and Music.

The Sun was the only small news-
paper selected as a finalist in the 1998
competition. Last March, the Sun
showed us how a quality news team can
work together and do a great job by
covering the tragic shooting at
Westside Middle School. It was a
breaking story and the staff at the Sun
was on the scene to cover it accurately

and honestly. They worked long, hard
hours on a story that hit all of us in
Jonesboro and around the country.

I stand here today to commend the
Sun, its staff and its publisher, and
their dedication to northeast Arkansas
and to quality journalism. They are
what newspapers should be about.
f

PRESERVING STILTSVILLE, A
COMMUNITY OF HOMES IN THE
PRISTINE WATERS OF BISCAYNE
BAY
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, Miami maintains its ties to our rich
cultural and architectural history
through the preservation of historical
sites, and one of these is Stiltsville, a
community of homes located in the
pristine waters of Biscayne Bay.

These seven wood frame homes have
provided a source of pride and enjoy-
ment for locals and visitors alike, but
Stiltsville is facing the possibility of
demolition as early as July of this
year.

A group of dedicated organizations
throughout the south Florida area
have come together in an effort to save
this historic architectural wonder and
to allow future generations to be able
to enjoy this unique feature of our
area’s history. Our goal is twofold, to
obtain a declaration for Stiltsville as a
national historic site and to stop its
pending demolition.

Stiltsville is unique in its cultural
and historical significance for our area
and, were it to be demolished, a struc-
ture with such rich design could never
be replicated. We need to do what we
can to save this piece of our precious
south Florida history.
f

TAX DAY
(Mr. FARR of California asked and

was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FARR of California. Madam
Speaker, today is tax day. Everybody
knows how much they pay in taxes, but
let us not forget that we also have this
great country which has great public
institutions, a great system of high-
ways, parks and museums. Essentially,
the public infrastructure that is paid
by these taxes is second to none.

We are also a country of private
property, and today we think about
homeownership. Why? Because in our
taxes we are allowed to deduct home-
ownership. We need to do a better job,
though, with homeownership in Amer-
ica. We have 67 percent of Americans
now owning homes, but those in the au-
dience who are between the ages of 25
and 29 have to improve that. There is
no better way to improve it than to be
able to deduct the home mortgage from
our taxes.

So I urge my colleagues to support
the resolution of the gentlewoman

from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA),
which will be introduced today, so that
we can continue to preserve mortgage
interest deductions in our taxes.

f

MORE MONEY DOWN THE RUSSIAN
SINKHOLE

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, last
year the Russians begged the Inter-
national Monetary Fund and our Na-
tion for further assistance. We provided
up to $4.8 billion that was supposed to
go to economic stabilization, but most
of the $4.8 billion disappeared into the
secret bank accounts of corrupt Rus-
sian officials who control Russia.

Robert Novak writes in this week’s
newspaper, ‘‘The monetary support for
the country’s currency allowed mem-
bers of the Russian power structure to
convert personal holdings into dollars.
In that way, a substantial amount of
the IMF funds ended up in numbered
Swiss bank accounts.’’

Now the Russians are begging for an-
other $5 billion of U.S. taxpayer-backed
loans and the Clinton administration is
holding out the IMF carrot for Russia’s
help in dealing with Serbia.

U.S. taxpayers’ money should never
be risked in these foreign loan mis-
adventures that go directly into the
pockets of the most corrupt.

f

IT IS TIME TO ABOLISH OUR TAX
CODE AND THROW THE IRS OUT
WITH IT

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker,
our Tax Code penalizes achievement
and rewards dependence. It subsidizes
illegitimacy. It kills investment. It
kills jobs. It destroys our exports and
sales and subsidizes our imports.

Beam me up, Madam Speaker. In a
nutshell, our Tax Code sucks. It is time
to abolish it and throw the IRS out
with it and give serious consideration
to a national retail sales tax. It is time
to tell the IRS, tax this.

I yield back the $850 charge of com-
pliance for every man, woman and
child in America for this complex Tax
Code we have in place.

f

THE BOMBING IN SERBIA MUST
STOP

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, the
bombing in Serbia must stop imme-
diately. Serbia has never aggressed
against the United States. Serbia is in-
volved in a bloody civil war of which
we should have no part, and have not
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declared war, as the Constitution re-
quires. That makes this war both im-
moral and illegal.

Not only has the bombing done no
good, it has made the situation much
worse and the world more dangerous.
Serb troops are not dying; American
troops are not dying, but innocent ci-
vilians are being killed by the hundreds
on both sides.

There are just too many uncanny ac-
cidents. The refugee problem, which
was minimal before the bombing, is
now catastrophic as a result. Congress
should not fund this war and if we do,
we have become an accomplice and
morally responsible for the killing and
the spread of this conflict that will
surely occur if this bombing is not
stopped.
f

MAKING EDUCATION A PRIORITY

(Mr. HOLT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, over the
past 2 weeks I had the opportunity to
hold a series of town meetings in my
district in central New Jersey. Every-
where I went I heard the same message,
from parents, from teachers, from stu-
dents. We need to invest in education.

In Plainsboro, educators talked to
me about the importance of having
teachers who are well trained in aca-
demic subjects like science and math.
In Clinton, I spoke with parents who
want their children to be taught in
small classes, where they can get per-
sonal attention from teachers. In Free-
hold, I heard from high school students
who are concerned about how to pay
for college.

The budget resolution that was
passed by the House yesterday does not
do enough for these New Jerseyans. It
will not help hire more teachers. It will
not help districts modernize their
schools. It takes money away from
higher education.

Madam Speaker, if we are going to
prepare our children for the future, we
have to do better. We have to make
education our top priority.
f

WORKING AMERICANS KNOW BET-
TER HOW TO SPEND THEIR
MONEY THAN THE GOVERNMENT
DOES

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Madam Speaker,
today most taxpayers throughout
America will do their civic duty and
file their Federal income taxes. For
Washington State residents, the aver-
age total tax burden will rise from
$10,307 in 1997 to $10,634, making Wash-
ington the State with the tenth high-
est per capita tax burden in our coun-
try.

I believe this is too much, that work-
ing Americans know better how to

spend their money than the govern-
ment does. So I am pleased today, with
Senator JOHN ASHCROFT and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) to
introduce the Working Americans
Wage Restoration Act.

b 1015

This bill will allow American work-
ers to deduct their share of Federal
payroll taxes. It is unfair to workers
that these payroll taxes are taxed
twice in the same income. They are
taxed once as a portion of gross income
for Federal income tax purposes, and
for the second time for the payroll tax
contribution to the social security
trust fund.

By allowing workers to deduct in
their income taxes their share of social
security contributions, the Working
Families Wage Restoration Act will
eliminate this double taxation, and
allow workers to keep more of the
money they earn.

f

URGING BRITISH AIRWAYS TO RE-
TAIN FACILITIES IN JACKSON
HEIGHTS, QUEENS, NEW YORK

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, I
rise today in support of the Inter-
national Association of Machinists and
Aerospace Workers employed by Brit-
ish Airways in Jackson Heights,
Queens, New York. These workers are
being subcontracted out of their jobs
without fair contract negotiations with
their employer, British Airways.

Over the next 3 years, British Air-
ways intends to close its Queens facili-
ties, thereby eliminating 500 jobs in
Jackson Heights, Queens, alone. Brit-
ish Airways announced their decision
in the midst of a contract negotiation,
and has demanded the right to unlim-
ited subcontracting, to send jobs over-
seas.

British Airways states they are clos-
ing the Jackson Heights facility as a
cost-saving measure. I know their prof-
its have been constantly rising in re-
cent years. As the largest civilian em-
ployer in the Borough of Queens, in the
city of New York, our economy will be
devastated by the closure of this facil-
ity. Yet British Airways will continue
to increase their profits and form a val-
uable alliance with American Airlines
under the Open Skies Agreement.

I am a strong supporter of our work-
ers. On April 8, I attended a rally in
support of the British Airways employ-
ees at the British Consulate. Madam
Speaker, I ask Members, all my distin-
guished colleagues in the House of Rep-
resentatives, to join me in calling on
British Airways to keep jobs in Queens,
in the United States, rather than
outsourcing these jobs to other coun-
tries.

HOW MUCH LONGER WILL TAXERS
AND SPENDERS BLOCK REPUB-
LICAN EFFORTS TO IMPROVE
THE TAX CODE?

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, last
night was a depressing, demoralizing,
and most of all expensive night for mil-
lions of Americans. It was a terrible
night for productive citizens, because
for the producers, those who work and
pay the taxes, last night was the day of
reckoning that had finally come.

Americans were skipping their bowl-
ing night, cancelling bridge parties,
throwing their movie guides into the
trash. Last night was a night instead
to do battle with a harmless sounding
form known as the 1040.

Of course, for many of us, the old 1040
is the least of our problems. There is
the Schedule A, Schedule E, Schedule
Z451MDUM and all the rest. Deductions
and exemptions and special cases and
three-pronged tests, depending on
whether you are right-handed or left-
handed or like chocolate chip cookies,
it is just too much, even for the ac-
countants, even for the IRS.

How much longer will the taxers and
spenders continue to defend the special
interests, the status quo, and block the
efforts of Republicans to pass a lower,
simpler, flatter Tax Code?
f

PERSONAL INFORMATION PRIVACY
ACT

(Mr. KLECZKA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLECZKA. Madam Speaker, in-
formation on the most personal aspects
of our lives continues to be spread
across the landscape. Once taken for
granted, our wall of privacy is steadily
crumbling.

Today I am reintroducing the Per-
sonal Privacy Information Act. This
legislation attempts to restore some
control over the use of our personal in-
formation. The bill prevents credit bu-
reaus from giving out social security
numbers, and prohibits the sale of any
information that includes anyone’s so-
cial security number unless they have
written consent to do so.

A merchant who requires a social se-
curity number on a check used for a
purchase or a cable company who de-
mands a social security number on an
application for service will be prohib-
ited from doing so.

Further, this bill prohibits any State
Department of Motor Vehicles from
selling drivers’ photographs or drivers
lists containing social security num-
bers. Lastly, marketers will not be able
to sell consumer purchasing experi-
ences or credit transactions without
prior approval.

Madam Speaker, this legislation is
designed to curtail the rampant inva-
sion of our privacy. What we buy and
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where we buy it is no one’s business
but our own, and the unauthorized use
and abuse of our social security num-
ber must stop. I urge all my colleagues
to cosponsor and to support this legis-
lation.
f

MEDICARE

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam
Speaker, normally when I hear people
talk about March madness, I assume
they are talking about the NCAA col-
lege basketball tournament. However,
this year I am afraid this expression is
better applied to Democrat party plans
to actually expand an entitlement that
is already going bankrupt. This is
clearly an example of political mad-
ness.

The fact is, Congress worked to-
gether with the President last year to
take the first step toward reforming a
program that was within 4 years, just 4
years, Madam Speaker, of going bank-
rupt.

The reforms we passed together on a
bipartisan basis, although essential,
merely postponed Medicare bankruptcy
until the year 2010. It is around 2010
that baby boomer bankruptcy is going
to hit big time. If this madness per-
sists, we can kiss talk of budget sur-
pluses good-bye, we can forget about
proposing any new government pro-
grams, and worst of all, we can forget
about giving the middle class some
long overdue tax relief. It is now April.
This March madness talk of expanding
Medicare must end.
f

GOOD TAX POLICY: THE HOME
MORTGAGE INTEREST DEDUCTION

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TANNER. Madam Speaker, there
will be a lot of rhetoric today, since it
is tax day, about the Tax Code, and
surely we can do better. It ought to be
simplified.

But there is one facet of it that I
think is good public policy. That is the
home mortgage interest deduction. It
is simple, straightforward, far-reach-
ing, and over 24 million Americans ben-
efit from the home mortgage interest
deduction. I believe that whatever hap-
pens with the Tax Code, we ought to
continue that as a matter of public pol-
icy, because all of the things that we
all know as American citizens that we
derive from home ownership are a good
goal for this government. So I would
urge that we continue to support the
home mortgage interest deduction.
f

THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES HUGE
TAX INCREASES

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to address

the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
Madam Speaker, April 15 and lights are
burned late across America as people
have completed the agonizing task of
paying their taxes, and believe it or
not, at a time when taxes are at an all-
time high in America, the President
has proposed to increase taxes $172 bil-
lion on the American people. Believe it
or not, at a time when surpluses are
projected out as far as the eye can see,
the President has proposed increasing
taxes on the American people $172 bil-
lion.

The Republican majority fought and
won a balanced budget in order to dis-
cipline spending and to prevent tax in-
creases. We have now created a level of
economic growth unprecedented, and
this is the opportunity to now lower
the tax burden on our hardworking
citizens.

I oppose the President’s tax in-
creases, and I support disciplining
spending in order to reduce the tax
burden on our folks.
f

EDUCATION AND THE FUTURE OF
AMERICA’S CHILDREN

(Ms. VELÁZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Madam Speaker,
we cannot prepare our children for the
future with an educational system
from the past. We cannot lift our stu-
dents up by sending them to schools
that are falling down. These are simple
facts which must be addressed, and
they must be addressed now.

Communities like the ones I rep-
resent in Brooklyn and the Lower East
Side of New York are in need of re-
sources to build and improve schools.
In fact, the Sunset Park Community of
Brooklyn does not have even a high
school.

The result of the problem can be seen
in dropout rates among minorities
which is 13 percent among blacks and
29 percent among Hispanics. Unfortu-
nately, Republicans want to ignore
these realities. They want to spend the
budget surplus on expensive tax cuts,
instead of helping our children prepare
for the future. They do not want to join
Democrats in fixing schools, providing
technology, and hiring more teachers.
They want to leave the future of Amer-
ica’s children to chance.
f

A STAND AGAINST THE PRESI-
DENT’S EFFORTS TO RAISE
TAXES

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to address the issues that all
working families have on their minds,
taxes. Americans pay too much of their
hard-earned money in taxes. Almost

everything we do today is taxed: every-
thing we wear or eat, medical expenses,
our homes, our savings, our income.
When we die, the government will
again take another bite out of every-
thing we have accomplished in our life-
time.

I have been working to reduce this
astounding tax burden on the Amer-
ican people, and believe we are working
in the right direction with the year
2000 budget that we passed yesterday.
It was just inconceivable that the
President requested $172 billion tax in-
creases in his budget proposal this
year. It is no secret that working fami-
lies are having a hard enough time
these days without having to make do
with less.

Some of the Members of this Con-
gress stand against the President’s ef-
forts to raise taxes. I am one of those.
In a day when we are running a surplus
and beginning to pay down the massive
debt, it is the government in Wash-
ington that needs to tighten its belt,
not the American taxpayer.

f

CELEBRATING THE ACHIEVE-
MENTS OF THE MORTGAGE IN-
TEREST DEDUCTION

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Madam
Speaker, today I join with the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. MARGE
ROUKEMA) and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PHIL ENGLISH), co-
chair of the Real Estate Caucus, in
celebrating the achievements of the
mortgage interest deduction in Amer-
ica.

Today the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) is introducing
her resolution opposing any further re-
strictions on mortgage interest deduc-
tions. Despite the fact that there is no
current proposal on the table to cut
back the homeowners deduction, this is
an important effort that serves as a de-
vice for all of us to pause and remem-
ber how important this tax incentive is
for the country.

Currently 67 percent of the house-
holds in America live in homes that are
owner-occupied. Even more amazing is
the fact that 67 percent of foreign-born
naturalized citizens who have been in
this country for at least 6 years also
now own their own homes. The great-
est growth in home ownership today is
among minorities and first-time home-
buyers.

Madam Speaker, I believe home own-
ership remains invaluable in our soci-
ety, both in terms of our economy, but
also in terms of how we think and or-
ganize ourselves as a society. I want to
lend my support to the efforts of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs.
ROUKEMA) today, and urge other Mem-
bers of the Congress to sign onto this
legislation.
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TAX DAY

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAFFER. Madam Speaker,
today is April 15, tax day in America.
Of course, April 15 is not a day liberals
find too offensive. April 15 is a high
holy day for all the social engineers,
the central planners, and the big gov-
ernment liberals who worship at the
altar of bureaucracy.

The fact is, Madam Speaker, for the
tax takers, April 15 is a day of celebra-
tion, a time to muse on the possibili-
ties of other peoples’ money. It is
happy land day for the Democrats. But
for the taxpayers, April 15 is a day of
reckoning, a day to see in black and
white just what they get for their tax
dollars.

Taxpayers and tax takers, few issues
so define the two political parties, and
signal the root of virtually all political
issues in Congress. With each passing
year the Democrat party becomes more
liberal. The number of tax takers ex-
pands and the proportion of taxpayers
drops.

Republicans would like to change
this trend. Middle class taxpayers de-
serve some relief. If today is a day
Americans celebrate, the Democrat
party is for them. If today is a day they
resent, the Republicans are on their
side.

f

HOUSE AND SENATE SHOULD
QUICKLY PASS FULL FUNDING
FOR DEPARTMENTS OF COM-
MERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Madam
Speaker, after the regrettably partisan
fight that we witnessed here yesterday
over the Census, I was tremendously
pleased to read in the Washington Post
this morning a statement by the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on the Cen-
sus of the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DAN MILLER), where
he stated that the Republican majority
was not continuing with their plans to
shut down the government.

Hopefully the House and Senate will
move quickly to remove the uncer-
tainty of all government agencies that
were funded only to June 15 because of
the Census dispute. Commerce, Justice,
State were funded not for a full year,
but only to June 15.

The leadership in both the House and
Senate should move quickly to reas-
sure the American public that the serv-
ices provided by these agencies will
continue for a full year by passing a
full funding resolution.
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REPUBLICANS HEAR AMERICA’S
VOICES ON TAXES

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, today
is April 15. Millions of Americans will
finish their day today at around mid-
night, parked in front of a post office
someplace, trying to make the final in-
stallment on the over $200 billion they
will spend this year just complying
with the Tax Code.

Yes, we have this annual 31⁄2 months
of torment that results in $200 billion
worth of our money to comply with a
Tax Code that extracts from us more
money than what we spend on food,
shelter, clothing and transportation
combined.

That means we will, by midnight to-
night, have completed spending the 5.4
billion man-hours this year on com-
plying with the Tax Code, which is
more time than this Nation will spend
in the production of every car, truck
and van produced in the United States.

No wonder the American people will
go to bed tonight and say, ‘‘Give us
some relief. We certainly appreciate
what you did in 1997 when we got an in-
creased tax break for each of our chil-
dren that shows up in this year’s Tax
Code’’. But they will turn their eyes to
Washington and say, ‘‘Give us more re-
lief. The tax burden is too much.’’

We Republicans will do that again
this year. They will appreciate that as
we get that bill done, cutting taxes
perhaps just a little more, hoping the
President will sign it.

But even so, if we do that, the Amer-
ican people will say again next year,
‘‘Give us more relief. Give us a Tax
Code that is fair, flat, simple and easily
complied with so that I can spend my
Saturdays in March and April playing
with the children rather than fighting
with the tax man.’’

That day will come, Mr. and Mrs.
America. Hang on. We hear your
voices. We hope they are heard at the
White House as well.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE RESO-
LUTION 124 AND H.R. 469

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to remove my name as a cosponsor
of H. Res. 124 and H.R. 469. My name
was apparently added in error in place
of the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wash-
ington?

There was no objection.
f

TAX LIMITATION CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, by direction of the

Committee on Rules, I call up House
Resolution 139 and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 139
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 37) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States with respect to tax limita-
tions. The joint resolution shall be consid-
ered as read for amendment. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the joint resolution and any amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) three hours of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary; (2) one motion
to amend, if offered by the Minority Leader
or his designee, which shall be considered as
read and shall be separately debatable for
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent; and (3) one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, for the purposes of de-
bate only, I yield the customary 30
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), the distin-
guished ranking member from the
Committee on Rules, pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, H. Res. 139 is a struc-
tured rule providing for consideration
of House Joint Resolution 37, proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States with respect to tax
limitation. The joint resolution shall
be considered as read for amendment.

This rule provides for 3 hours of de-
bate in the House equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The rule further provides for one mo-
tion to amend if offered by the minor-
ity leader or his designee, which shall
be considered as read, and shall be sep-
arately debatable for 1 hour equally di-
vided and controlled by a proponent
and an opponent. Finally, the rule pro-
vides for one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

Madam Speaker, there is no more ap-
propriate day than April 15 for the
House to take up this proposed con-
stitutional amendment. When it comes
to taxes, this is the day of reckoning
for tens of millions of America’s fami-
lies. Indeed, at this very moment,
while we conduct this debate here in
the Capitol, millions of our constitu-
ents are racing frantically against the
clock to complete their taxes, strug-
gling to make sense of an extraor-
dinary complex Tax Code that has been
amended more than 4,000 times just
since the 1980s.

H.J. Res. 37, introduced by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON),
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starts from this very basic premise: It
should be harder, not easier, for gov-
ernment to forcibly take from its citi-
zens ever larger shares of the fruits of
their labor. Why? Because today the
average American pays more in taxes
than it does for food, clothing, shelter
or transportation combined. For too
long, the tax burden imposed by gov-
ernment has been going up, not down.

When I was younger, in the 1950s, a
typical family with children sent $1 out
of every $50 it earned to the Federal
Government in taxes. Today that fig-
ure is $1 out of every $4. Unless things
change, it will soon be $1 out of every
$3.

In fact, Madam Speaker, when I visit
high schools in my district in central
Washington and speak to the senior
class, nothing seems to get the stu-
dents’ attention like reminding them
that as soon as they start working full
time in 1 to 5 years, depending on
where they go to college, government
at all levels will take nearly 40 cents
out of every dollar they earn.

Every single one of them, the best
students and the worst, gets the mes-
sage. Even those that are not going to
go on to higher education or to some
other college are smart enough to un-
derstand the frustration of working for
60 cents on the dollar. They are also
smart enough to know that without
some sort of meaningful restraint on
Congress, taxes will only keep going up
on them as they have on their parents
and their grandparents.

The proposal of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON), the constitutional
amendment, would not make it impos-
sible to raise taxes. It would simply re-
quire that those proposing a net tax in-
crease, a net tax increase, make a
strong enough case to win the support
of two-thirds of the House and two-
thirds of the Senate. Nor would this
proposal impede the passage of meas-
ures designed to raise some taxes while
lowering others, as long as the com-
bined effect of those changes do not re-
sult in an overall tax burden on the
American people.

Madam Speaker, the polls may be
somewhat ambiguous on whether the
public supports tax cuts, but there is
absolutely no confusion about where
they stand on this proposal. An over-
whelming majority of Americans are
opposed to tax increases, and they
clearly support the supermajority re-
quirement of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON). I hope this Con-
gress will, too.

Therefore, I strongly encourage my
colleagues to support both this rule
and the proposed constitutional
amendments that we will be debating
shortly.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS), my dear friend, for yielding
me the customary half-hour.

Madam Speaker, amending the Con-
stitution of the United States is a very
serious matter. The constitutional
framers thought constitutional amend-
ments should not be entered into light-
ly. They believe that the Constitution
should not meet their own political
agenda, but endure and meet the needs
of the United States of America for
centuries to come.

But my Republican colleagues do not
seem to share the same sentiment. To-
day’s resolution uses the Constitution
as a political prop. It puts more impor-
tance on evening news than on gov-
erning this country. That, Madam
Speaker, is a shame.

For the fourth time in a row, my Re-
publican colleagues are bringing to this
Chamber a sham amendment to the
Constitution. This year they did not
even bother to have this bill heard in
the Committee on the Judiciary. Would
my colleagues believe that? Changing
the Constitution on the floor of the
House, without even bringing it to the
Committee on the Judiciary for their
initial approval. Instead, they are
bringing it right here to the floor of
the House to coincide with tax day and
make a political point and be done
with it.

Madam Speaker, they do not seem to
be serious about passing this amend-
ment because they did not even con-
sider the very good suggestions by the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) on ways to make this amend-
ment actually work.

Madam Speaker, this is starting to
look much more like a bad rerun than
legislating. History shows my Repub-
lican colleagues are not even close to
abiding by the rule they are proposing
adding to our Constitution.

My colleagues may recall at the be-
ginning of the 104th Congress, they
changed the House rules to require a
two-thirds majority for tax increases.
Then they proceeded to waive that re-
quirement every time it came up. Last
Congress, they narrowed the rule to
apply only to a very narrow definition
of tax increases in order to make sure
they did not have to follow it.

Madam Speaker, the amendment my
colleagues are proposing today will re-
quire a supermajority to pass revenue-
raising legislation. But the problem
with the supermajority, Madam Speak-
er, it effectively turns control over to a
small minority who can stop legisla-
tion, even legislation that the majority
supports. In other words, one-third plus
one on either of the House or Senate
side could effectively hold up the en-
tire country.

This has been a bad idea for a long,
long time. James Madison in the first
Federalist Papers said that, under a
supermajority, the fundamental prin-
ciple of free government would be re-
versed, there would be, no longer, the
majority that would rule. The power
would be transferred to the minority.

Since this amendment requires 290
votes to pass, today’s bill looks a lot
more like show-boating than legis-

lating. Madam Speaker, the American
people really deserve more than that.

This amendment will nearly destroy
our ability to shore up Medicare and
Social Security, which are headed for
trouble in the very near future. It will
lock in corporate welfare and tax
breaks for the very rich at the expense
of the middle- and lower-income peo-
ple.

So, Madam Speaker, this so-called
amendment is a gimmick and a bad one
at that. But do not take just my word;
look at the Washington Post this
morning on the editorial page, head-
lined ‘‘A Bad Tax Idea in Congress.’’

Just to read the first paragraph:
‘‘The House is scheduled to vote today
on the constitutional amendment to
require two-thirds votes for tax in-
creases. The amendment is expected
once again to fail, as it should. This is
a show vote at tax time in which the
sponsors invoke the Constitution as a
stage prop to demonstrate their dislike
for taxes.’’

Madam Speaker, I urge my colleague
to oppose the rule on this sham mo-
tion.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH).

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-
er, with due respect to the gentleman
from Massachussetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
the very distinguished ranking member
on the Committee on Rules, whom I
have a great deal of respect for, I have
to disagree with several things that he
said.

First of all, we heard that this is
nothing but an idea that would help
Republicans gain political benefit. I
have got to say this is not about Re-
publicans. It is not to benefit Repub-
licans. It is not a political prop. This is
something that benefits all of the
Americans that are across the country
right now scrambling to get their taxes
done by the end of the deadline today.

Of course, he did not mention that
this was about taxes, the ability to
stop big government liberals from rais-
ing taxes. Instead, he called it revenue-
raising. Let us call it what it is. We are
talking about increasing taxes.

As far as this being an idea that
should not be brought up again because
it has failed three times before and this
is just rerun legislation, let me say to
the distinguished gentleman that
sometimes it takes the President and
some of our friends on the left three or
four times to get it right.

Remember, the President vetoed wel-
fare reform three times. I am glad we
kept bringing it up, because we had an
idea that was right. We finally passed
it over those three vetoes, and the wel-
fare rolls have dipped to historic lows.

Another example is balancing the
budget. I remember the President op-
posing it at least five or six times in
speeches, balancing the budget back in
1995. In fact, the President said



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2063April 15, 1999
balancing the budget would destroy the
economy in 7 years. Those were his
words. Of course, 4 years later, we find
out that it was a darn good thing we
kept fighting for it, because the econ-
omy is stronger today than ever before.

I think it is the same thing with this
plan to make it harder for the Presi-
dent and to make it harder for people
on the left to raise taxes on working
Americans.

Now at the end of this decade I be-
lieve is a perfect time to pass this very
important amendment because it has
been in this decade that this Congress
and the Presidents at the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue in the 1990s have
raised taxes on Americans more than
in any decade in this country’s history.
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As we go into the 21st century, I can-
not think of any device that would as-
sure Americans that are filing taxes
today, and future Americans like my
boys and like other people’s children
and grandchildren, I cannot think of
another device taking us into the 21st
century that will guarantee that this
Congress will think long and hard be-
fore raising taxes on hard-working
middle class Americans.

Now, I have to talk about a couple
more things the gentleman brought up.
He said that this legislation, this
amendment, actually would hurt Medi-
care, it would hurt Social Security,
and it would lock in tax breaks for the
rich.

Well, I have heard that one before. I
do not know of anything in this amend-
ment that would guarantee help for tax
cuts for the rich. Also, the suggestion
that somehow stopping Congress from
raising taxes again and again and again
and again would destroy Social Secu-
rity and Medicare is a nonstarter, un-
less we are here to say today that the
only way we save Medicare and Social
Security is by raising taxes on hard-
working middle class Americans.

Now, as far as the President goes,
though, and why the President, the ad-
ministration, and conservative news-
papers like The Washington Post, and,
boy, I am shocked that the Washington
Post editorial page is against some-
thing that actually makes government
smaller, but the reason the President
may not like this is because, let us face
it, the President’s recent statements
on tax increases show that he is not a
fan of the hard-working Americans
that are paying taxes. This is what Bill
Clinton said on January 20, 1999, while
he was up in Buffalo. He said, ‘‘We
could give you the budget surplus back
to you in tax cuts and hope you spend
it right.’’ But we cannot because, in
the end, the Federal Government
knows how to spend the American peo-
ple’s money better than they know, ac-
cording to the President.

He also said, and this was when the
President decided to get feisty, he said
on February 17, 1999, ‘‘Fifteen years
from now, if Congress wants to give
more tax relief, let them do it.’’ Well,

is that not grand of our Commander-in-
Chief, to say that maybe 15 years from
now hard-working middle class Ameri-
cans may deserve a tax cut.

We do not need it in 15 years, we need
tax relief now. And we do not need to
protect the American people from an
onslaught of another decade of unprec-
edented tax increases, we need to pro-
tect them today. And this is an amend-
ment whose time has come.

I do not care if liberals and big gov-
ernment types have opposed this tax-
payer protection in the past, just like I
do not care that they opposed welfare
reform three times before finally pass-
ing it; like I do not care that they op-
posed the balanced budget five times
before passing it. Now is the time to
pass this to protect hard-working mid-
dle class Americans. The American
taxpayer just cannot stand another 10
years of tax increases like they have
had to in the past 10 years.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in opposition to the
rule and the constitutional amendment
it brings to the floor.

Madam Speaker, as the gentleman
from Massachusetts pointed out, we
have had no hearings on the current
bill. If we had had hearings, the first
thing that would have been exposed is
the fact that we can continue raising
spending with a simple majority vote,
but to pay for that additional spending
would require two-thirds in both the
House and the Senate.

It also points out we could pass a cor-
porate loophole with a simple major-
ity, but to close the corporate loophole
would take a two-thirds vote in the
House and the Senate.

In fact, if we find ourselves in a budg-
et crunch where we needed to cut or
find additional revenues, it would take
a two-thirds vote to close a corporate
loophole but only a simple majority to
cut Social Security or Medicare.

We did have hearings on this proposal
last year and we heard from many wit-
nesses, Democratic and Republican,
who found troubles with many provi-
sions. In fact, former Office of Manage-
ment and Budget director Jim Miller,
who supported the amendment, said
that some of the provisions were in
fact, and I quote, silly.

For example, there is a provision
that says it does not apply to provi-
sions that raise revenues by a de mini-
mis amount. What is de minimis? Well,
one provision said if it is one-tenth of
1 percent of the total revenues, that
would be de minimis. But in a trillion
dollar budget, one-tenth of 1 percent is
a billion dollars. We have heard jokes
about a billion here and a billion there,
but we do not want courts to decide
whether or not that is de minimis and
whether two-thirds is required.

The ranking member of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.

WATT), also had an amendment that
suggested that courts should not be
able to intervene. They should only
make a declaratory judgment as to
whether we are in compliance or not,
otherwise we will find that the courts
are deciding whether the tax laws are
valid or whether or not we were in
compliance with the law.

This amendment was not allowed
under the rule. The Committee on
Rules did not want to consider im-
provements to the proposal. So in its
present form, the courts will decide
whether or not we require a two-thirds
vote. This rule allows no amendments,
it limits debate, it provides for the con-
sideration of a constitutional amend-
ment for which we held no hearings,
and it will mire us in a morass of con-
fusion and litigation over the meanings
of its terms.

Amending the Constitution is serious
business. It should not be conducted
haphazardly and it should not be part
of an April 15 charade. I, therefore,
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the
rule and ‘‘no’’ on H. J. Res. 37.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
FOSSELLA).

(Mr. FOSSELLA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOSSELLA. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in support of the
resolution.

I think the underlying issue right
now is worthy of a debate, and as the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) and the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) have indi-
cated, is there not a better day than
tax day? I know right now there are
people across this country, including
my hometown of Brooklyn and Staten
Island, who are writing a check to the
Federal Government. They are working
hard all year for the painful experience
of writing a check.

While there are those of us who are
advocating tax relief for the American
people, this does not even talk about
that. We are talking about when a bill
comes before the House of Representa-
tives that would raise taxes, that we
need more than a simple majority to do
so. If a bill comes before the House
now, we need about 218 Members to
pass the legislation. This would raise
that amount to 290.

Therefore, if we still have 150 Mem-
bers of Congress who believe that a tax
increase is necessary, the legislation
will pass. It is very simple. It is not
complicated. And it allows those who
believe that the American people are
not overtaxed or believe that they de-
serve a tax increase or they believe
that economic growth is best left here
in Washington and not back home
across America, with the freedom and
the liberty and the opportunity for
Americans to spend their hard-earned
money as they see fit, if there are still
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150 Members who believe that a tax in-
crease is necessary, they can do so
under this legislation.

I know there are those who want to
make it very, very complicated and
talk about esoteric things, but to me, I
enjoy going back home and asking the
average family who are working so
hard, some 6 or 7 days a week, both
husband and wife working, sometimes
one spouse working just to pay the
taxes, and asking them if they want
$1,000 back or $1,500 back of their hard-
earned money so they can invest in
education or buy a new car, put it in
the house, and see what their response
is. The response I get when I ask that
question is an overwhelming ‘‘yes’’.

But that is tax relief. This legislation
deals with tax increases. If there are
those who are committed to raising
taxes on the American people, they
have the opportunity with this legisla-
tion to vote ‘‘yes’’.

I would urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this res-
olution and a strong ‘‘yes’’ for the
American people, the hard-working
taxpayers of this country who have
been the engine of economic growth for
years. This will put a limitation on the
way Congress spends their hard-earned
money.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts for yielding me this
time.

Let me, as a member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, raise an ini-
tial concern that if we are to be guided
by the will of the people, then we have
certainly been misguided in this reso-
lution.

I rise in opposition to H.J. Res. 37,
both the rule and the underlying bill,
and ask the question, if this is of such
importance, why did it not go through
the process for active and deliberative
debate; going through the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for a deter-
mination as to its constitutional
framework?

We have noted that, through the Con-
stitution, we are a government ruled
by the majority. Even in this body, as
I stand as part of the minority party,
we recognize that decisions have been
made by a simple majority vote. That
majority vote may be comprised of
Democrats and Republicans but it is a
simple majority.

I raise for consideration, Madam
Speaker, the words of Judge Felix
Frankfurter: ‘‘Fragile as reason is and
limited as law is as the institutional-
ized medium of reason, that’s all we
have standing between us and the tyr-
anny of mere will and the cruelty of
unbridled, undisciplined feeling.’’

Albeit I attribute to my colleagues
good intent, I believe that this legisla-
tion on April 15 is a feel-good piece of
legislation. It gives those who are try-

ing to impress the respective taxing or-
ganizations or anti-taxing organiza-
tions the opportunity to say, ‘‘Look at
us, we are voting against taxes on
April 15.’’

Well, Madam Speaker, I would ven-
ture to say that the American people
have a broader view of what America is
all about. They think it is about good
education. They think it is about sav-
ing Social Security and Medicare. They
think it is about rebuilding the crum-
bling schools, or the universal savings
account announced yesterday that al-
lows Americans to save money that
will result in additional funds in retire-
ment. They think it is about sup-
porting the men and women who are
sent off to wars, and particularly the
terrible conflict in Kosovo. They do not
want us trampling on the Constitution
by requiring two-thirds so that one-
third of individuals, filled with feeling
and passion, can stop the wheels of
government.

The economy is going well. Our
American citizens are reasonable peo-
ple. Tax relief is one thing, but this un-
bridled feeling about limiting the op-
portunity to engage in the responsibil-
ities that we have in the United States
Congress as representatives of the peo-
ple is another. If we do not like taxes,
we should vote against them, but we
should not bridle the wheels of govern-
ment by requiring a tyrannical minor-
ity to hold up the wheels of govern-
ment.

I would simply add, Madam Speaker,
that my concern as we go through this
process is that we have not given this
resolution the process that it should
have had. It did not go through the
Committee on the Judiciary, yet we
are here on the floor. I would ask my
colleagues to consider what they are
doing.

The Constitution is a sacred docu-
ment. The amending of the Constitu-
tion or provisions to amend it should
be a sacred process. That is what we
have been entrusted with by the people
of the United States of America. I
would be concerned that we do great
damage to it today.

I would ask my colleagues who think
tax relief is good, to put a good tax re-
lief bill on the table. But if we pass this
legislation, we will not be able to alter
the Tax Code. We will be stifled by that
because it may result in a de minimis,
or above a de minimis increase in
taxes, and therefore we will tell the
American people, ‘‘The heck with you,
we can’t give you Tax Code relief.’’

This is a bad bill, a bad rule, and I
ask my colleagues to vote this down.
We should encourage all citizens to do
what is right on tax day: file their
taxes, get their returns in, get their re-
funds back, and realize that this gov-
ernment is working on behalf of the
American people and working through
its representatives in a fair and just
way.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I rise to day in opposition to H.J.
Res. 37, the Republican Tax Limitation

Amendment. As you all know, this amendment
seeks to require a two-thirds majority vote in
each House to increase tax revenues by more
than a ‘‘de minimis’’ amount, except in times
of war or military conflict which pose a threat
to national security.

I first object to this measure because it is
completely ambiguous. If we are proposing to
amend the longest standing document of civil
liberty and freedom in the Western world,
surely, we should be absolutely clear about
what our intentions are. Already, we see that
the courts struggle with interpretations of Con-
stitution, and we cannot afford to have a Court
wrongfully interpret this bill, especially if it is in
a manner which will hamstring the Congress
in its plain course of business.

Leaving the determination to Congress as to
how we will define a ‘‘de minimis’’ increase is
ultimately as arbitrary and meaningless as not
having a standard at all. The fact of the matter
is that this language will inevitably encourage
years of exhaustive litigation about when this
constitutional amendment should be invoked.

Do the authors of this bill intend that poten-
tial tax increases be evaluated by changes in
percentages or by numerical amount? When
do changes begin to exceed the ‘‘de minimis’’
standard included in this bill, is it over an an-
nual period, a two-year period or a five-year
period? Do fiscal changes that need to be
done in order to properly administrate our So-
cial Security and Medicare programs trigger
this amendment? The plain answer is that no-
body knows—not a comforting thought as we
move forward on our legislative calendar.

Furthermore, the one exception in the bill in
regards to the special circumstances that may
arise during an armed military conflict are writ-
ten too narrowly to be effective. Even in this
drastic case, the tax limitation is only waived
for a maximum of two years.

But most importantly, this constitutional
amendment is contrary to the very spirit and
purpose of the Constitution. This Nation was
founded upon principles of majority rule, so
why should we now sacrifice these sacred
principles to encapsulate the level of the Fed-
eral Government’s tax revenues? The whole
purpose of the Connecticut and New Jersey
Compromises that helped to form this great
Congress over two centuries ago, was to allow
the American people the opportunity to ex-
press their will through both locally and broad-
ly elected representation that had their par-
ticular interests at hand.

But how can this process continue to take
place when 146 members of this body could
vote to defeat any new tax measure that is not
a so-called ‘‘de minimis’’ change in current tax
policy? Clearly, any initiative that would seek
to give such an enormous amount of power to
such a small minority is both imprudent and
inappropriate. Surely in a body such as this,
where we have few seats between us, we
must respect the minority party, and their poli-
cies—but should we allow a minority of as di-
minutive a size as one-third to hold up the
train of progress? I believe the answer is no.

I believe that this bill is a poorly written ex-
pression of a poorly conceived legislative ini-
tiative, and I urge all of my colleagues to vote
it down, just like we have done over the last
three years.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, how much time is re-
maining on each side?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

EMERSON). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) has 17 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) has 181⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SHAD-
EGG).

(Mr. SHADEGG asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

b 1100

Mr. SHADEGG. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Speaker, I want to begin by
thanking the cosponsor of this legisla-
tion, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON). He has been a tireless cham-
pion for this cause.

But as this body knows, this is a bi-
partisan measure, and I also want to
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HALL) and the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. GOODE) from the other side for
their support of this effort.

Just a moment ago I heard one of my
colleagues on the other side call this a
‘‘show boat’’ measure. And just after
that, I heard another one of my col-
leagues say, well, this is really not
about doing the majority will of the
American people.

I want to begin this debate by point-
ing out that 68 percent of all Ameri-
cans approve of adopting this kind of
amendment. And as my colleagues
might expect, that support is stronger
amongst Republicans than amongst
Democrats. Indeed, 75 percent of Re-
publicans polled across America favor
a constitutional amendment making it
necessary to have a two-thirds major-
ity before we can raise taxes yet one
more time.

But, very significantly, I want my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
to hear this figure. And it is that 63
percent of all Democrats in America, in
a recent poll on this issue, favored this
amendment. This is not show-boating.
This is substance, and it is doing what
the American people want.

Today, this year, tax day, the Fed-
eral Government will take over 20 per-
cent of this country’s gross domestic
product. Of everything we produce, the
Federal Government will consume over
20 percent of it. That is the largest pro-
portion of our production consumed by
the Federal Government since World
War II. And when combined with the
highest, higher than ever, State and
local taxes, it means the American
people are paying taxes at the highest
rate ever in the history of this country.

Indeed, it is now, I hope, well-known
across America that, sadly, the average
American pays more for taxes, spends
more today on their tax bill, than they
will in the entire year for food for their
family, clothing for their family, shel-
ter for their family, and transpor-
tation. Indeed, I think it is kind of in-
teresting that studies show feudal

serfs, who were identified as indentured
servants, paid only 30 percent of their
income to the lord.

It seems to me this trend of ever-big-
ger government is something we abso-
lutely must stop. This is not a debate
about cutting taxes. This is, however, a
debate about making it somewhat
harder to raise taxes yet one more
time.

For the past 40 years, Madam Speak-
er, the size and scope of the Federal
Government and its tax burden has
grown. Year in and year out, in good
economies and bad economies, it be-
comes bigger and bigger and bigger,
and it consumes an ever-increasing
share of a family’s income. Indeed, in
1980, just a short 19 years ago, the aver-
age Federal tax burden was about
$2,300. By 1995, it had more than dou-
bled to almost $5,000.

Now, the original intent of the
Founders was to place certain checks
and balances under the Constitution.
Sadly, Madam Speaker, those original
checks and balances on the Federal
Government, many of them have been
eroded over time. The 10th Amendment
has been tremendously weakened. The
commerce clause of the Constitution
has been read by the courts to be much
more broad.

Indeed, this is a debate about placing
some restriction on the power of the
Federal Government, not to do what it
is doing now, not to perform the impor-
tant functions it is engaged in today,
not to continue the programs we have
identified. It is a debate about whether
or not we ought to make it slightly
more difficult, not impossible, to raise
taxes, to increase the burden on the
American people, yet one more time.
And I suggest that the debate is simple
and straightforward.

For those who believe there should be
a broad consensus in this country for
yet another tax increase, for an in-
crease in the burden of the Federal
Government on the American people,
this is a simple vote, vote ‘‘yes.’’ For
those who oppose this and think it
should be easier to raise our taxes, vote
‘‘no.’’ I think the people will judge
what we do.

For our friends who say this calls for
the tyranny of the minority, I would
point out to them that this country
and our Constitution long ago estab-
lished the principle that we protect mi-
norities and minority rights time and
time again in our Constitution and in
our system of government and we
should protect minority rights.

We, as a Nation, do not accept, in-
deed we reject, the notion of tyranny
by the majority. And this measure sim-
ply says we can have tax tyranny by
the majority if we allow taxes to go up
and up and up. And it does not repeal
tax. It does not decrease taxes. It sim-
ply says we should not make it easier,
indeed we should make it marginally
harder, to raise the tax burden on the
American people yet one more time.

I urge my colleagues to support the
rule and to support H.J. Res. 37.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, if my friend from
Arizona believes this is not a show boat
or it is not a stage prop, I wish he
would get out to the Washington Post
and tell the editorial writer.

Mr. SHADEGG. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. SHADEGG. Madam Speaker, I
listened to my colleague read the
Washington Post editorial this morn-
ing, and I understand that the Wash-
ington Post thinks that this is a show
boat. That is their opinion. They also
say it is the view of the minority. The
polling data that I have shows it is the
view of 68 percent of Democrats in
America and 75 percent of Republicans.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, we have not seen
their statement yet.

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Let us just really go to the point
here. This is special interest legisla-
tion. It has a name. It is the ‘‘foreign
corporate freeloader special interest
tax loophole big contributor protection
act.’’ It is simply cloaked in helping
average American families. But what
they want to do is lock in place an in-
credibly unfair and complex tax system
which favors the privileged and the
wealthy.

A few examples: The Government Ac-
counting Office says, over the last 6-
year period they have numbers for 70
percent of the large foreign corpora-
tions operating in the United States
that avoided all U.S. taxes despite
their profits. They want to lock that
system in place. They want to lock
that system in place.

The Intel Corporation got a ruling
that a large part of their income
should be treated as income in Japan
for tax purposes. Unfortunately, the
United States of America has a treaty
with Japan which says it has to be
treated as American income. So guess
what? The Intel Corporation paid no
tax. They did not pay tax on that in-
come.

Now, would not average Americans
like to have that kind of a break, that
kind of a loophole? They want to lock
that unfair system in place.

And most recently it has come to
light that the cruise ship industry op-
erating in America, 95 percent of their
passengers are American, is paying no
income tax in this country because
they are registered in countries like
Liberia, where theoretically they
would pay taxes if there was a govern-
ment and if they levied taxes, but there
is not and they do not.

The Republicans want to lock that
system in place with this two-thirds re-
quirement under the cynical guise of
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giving suffering average Americans re-
lief. They are in the majority. Why do
they not pass legislation to give relief
to average Americans? Why do they
not take up a bill today, tomorrow,
every day and send it to the President?
They are not doing that.

This is special-interest legislation,
plain and simple. This is just unbeliev-
ably cynical, my friends, unbelievably
cynical. Average Americans are suf-
fering under this system. They are pay-
ing more than their fair share, while
foreign corporations, huge U.S. cor-
porations, and immensely profitable,
privately held businesses, like the
cruise ship industry, pay not a dime for
the services they use in this country.
And with this two-thirds requirement,
that would never change.

And beyond that, I guess I have got
to wonder, since they are in the major-
ity, who are they protecting us
against? Are they protecting us against
themselves? They control the House of
Representatives. They will never bring
a bill to the House to raise taxes on
these special interests. But they want
to be sure that they lock those loop-
holes, those special protections, those
privileges in place for all time for their
big campaign contributors.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on this cynical amend-
ment.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON).

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I plead guilty. I raise my
hand and I plead guilty. I want to
make it more difficult to raise taxes on
the American people. I am sorry, but
that is the way I feel.

Let us just do a little basic math.
Most of us took fractions back in ele-
mentary school. At least I did at Trav-
is Elementary in Bryan, Texas. Which
is the bigger fraction, one-half or two-
thirds? When we run the math, we find
out, at least in Ennis, Texas, and Trav-
is Elementary in Bryan, Texas, that
two-thirds is the bigger fraction by
one-sixth.

Now, if we convert that one-sixth in-
crease to 435 Members of the House of
Representatives, it means it would
make it more difficult to raise taxes by
approximately 70 votes in the House of
Representatives. I think that is a good
thing, not a bad thing.

Now, to my good friend from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO), if he is still on the
House floor, he may have already left,
but if he is still on the House floor, I
hope he understands that by the end of
the day, American taxpayers will have
paid to the U.S. Treasury $828 billion.
$828 billion. If we add the Social Secu-
rity taxes, which are over $300 billion,
the American taxpayers will have paid
over $1 trillion to the U.S. Treasury
this year. $1 trillion. That is a thou-
sand billion dollars.

How much is enough? Why not raise
the bar? Why not go to two-thirds vote
in the House and the Senate to raise
taxes instead of the one-half?

Now, to my constitutional friends
who say, why should we monkey with
the Constitution, I answer, because we
already have back in 1913 when we
amended the Constitution to make the
Federal income tax legal. Before that
point we could not have a direct tax
like an income tax. It was unconstitu-
tional; 100 percent prohibition against
an income tax until 1913.

How high has the marginal tax rate
gone since 1913? It has gone up 4,000
percent. 4,000 percent.

So this debate today is very simple.
Do my colleagues understand frac-
tions? I assume my friends on the
Democratic side understand fractions.
Two-thirds is bigger than one-half. We
would make it more difficult, not im-
possible, to raise taxes.

If they think that is a good thing,
call their congressman, say, vote for
the tax limitation amendment; help us
get 290 votes to send it to the Senate;
and then help the Senate get 67 votes
to send it to the States; and then help
the States get three-fourths of them to
pass it and put it in the Constitution so
that we make it a little bit tougher to
raise taxes. That is what this vote is
all about.

The rule that is before us is a good
rule. It allows the Democrat minority,
if they wish to, to amend it. We have
had process debate on this before. It is
time to vote it out today and send it to
the Senate.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

To my colleague that just spoke, I
will tell him, we do understand frac-
tions over here. In fact, we have 49 per-
cent of the House and we only got 43
percent of the seats. So we know how
those fractions work.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Madam Speaker, it
seems to me that one of the hallmarks
of this majority since they have re-
sumed that responsibility in this House
has been a clearer suspicion of demo-
cratic rule and a denial of democratic
principles.

The first indication of that was in
the campaign of 1994 when we heard so
many of them talk about the need for
term limits, not trusting the voters to
make judgments about whether or not
people should be elected to office. They
wanted people to be restricted to the
number of terms that they could run.
Now they seem to have had a different
attitude about that. Now that the time
period has run out, many of them are
reconsidering that whole business.

But now we have something new
here, another denial of democracy, de-
nial of majority rule. They want to cre-
ate a circumstance whereby it takes
two-thirds rather than a simple major-
ity to pass an important measure, a
tax measure, in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

If we were to begin that process, ob-
viously we would start down a road

that is going to lead us to a place
where we are going to be not a democ-
racy but a plutocracy, a government
run by a handful of people, a dimin-
ishing number of people, plutocratic
rule. That seems to be the hallmark of
the Republican majority in the House
of Representatives.

We believe in democratic principles.
We believe in the right of the majority.
We believe in democratic rule and we
believe in majority rule. And that is
why our opposition to this rule and to
this bill is so solid and so firm.

Let us not deny democracy and move
toward plutocracy. Let us keep the
democratic principles upon which this
country is based and keep simple ma-
jority rule in order to pass important
measures in this Congress.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH).

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-
er, I would just like to say to the pre-
vious speaker, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HINCHEY) that we are not
suspicious, as he said, of democratic
rule and democratic principles. We are
suspicious of Democrats ruling and of
the Democratic Party’s principles, who
over the past 40 years have raised taxes
time and time and time again on the
American people.

Also, I find it very interesting that
since the 1950s and 1960s, our friends on
the left have been talking about the
tyranny of the majority and how we
must protect the American people
against the tyranny of the majority
and the will of the majority, and now
all of a sudden they are embracing it as
tightly as William Rehnquist.

So we are not suspicious of demo-
cratic rule and principle. We are sus-
picious of what would happen again if
the Democrats controlled this Cham-
ber. And that is what we are trying to
protect American people against, rais-
ing taxes over and over again like they
did in 1993.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

If I may once again remind my Re-
publican colleagues, at the beginning
of the 104th Congress, they changed the
House rule to require three-fifths of the
majority for tax increases and then
they waived that requirement each and
every time it came up. If they cannot
abide by House rules with the super-
majority, how are they going to abide
by changing the Constitution?

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK).

Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker, I am
confused by this. It does tend to imbal-
ance things.

I am not so sure that if they had a
two-thirds majority to cut taxes along
with the two-thirds majority to raise it
that I would not go along with them. I
am not so sure that if they had a two-
thirds majority to increase defense
spending, I would not go along with
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them. I am not so sure if they had a
two-thirds majority to cut payments to
children, to cut Medicare, to cut bene-
fits for the poor and the disabled that
I would not go along with them.

Because those right-wing, radical Re-
publicans, with their majority, have
been doing just that. They have been
cutting money for education. They
have been cutting money for health
care. They have been cutting money
for the impoverished. And all they
want to do is give a big tax cut to the
2 or 3 percent richest people in the
country for which they do not have the
votes.

And so they are stacking the deck. It
is wrong. It is a way, in the case of
Medicare, to see that we disband Medi-
care, to let it wither on the vine, as
their former Speaker, a couple of
iterations ago, decided to do.

So what they cannot do within their
own party with a simple majority they
are trying to do by obfuscation and in-
direction and misuses of the Constitu-
tion, create an unbalanced situation
where a small radical group of right-
wing reactionaries can begin to control
the spending in this country to dis-
advantage the majority.

This constitutional amendment, if it
ever came up, it certainly has gone
through no committee hearings, it is
reported out of the Republican leader-
ship without any hearings, without any
markup, and if it were ever to see the
light of day, it would proceed to de-
stroy the Medicare system, it would de-
stroy Social Security, and eventually, I
suppose, reach that goal of these rad-
ical right-wing Republicans, and that
is to destroy Federal Government as
we know it today.

b 1115

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT) is recognized for
101⁄2 minutes.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me the time. I have not had 10
minutes to talk about anything on the
floor of the House in so long, I feel like
I am filibustering if I take 10 minutes.

Let me talk about this in a historical
framework first and see if we can fig-
ure out what is going on here. On April
15 of 1996, this amendment came to the
House floor. On April 15 of 1997, this
amendment came to the House floor.
On April 22, I think that was tax filing
day last year, of 1998, this amendment
came to the House floor. On April 15,
1999, this amendment is back on the
House floor.

Now, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON) talked to us about arithmetic
and fractions. Let me ask the statis-
tical probability that a single measure
which has failed in the House consist-
ently will show up on the floor of the
House 4 consecutive years on the same

tax filing day. What is the statistical
probability that that could happen by
chance?

It is not by chance that this matter
is here today. This is politics and the
desire of my Republican colleagues to
make a statement about taxation,
which is fine, but we ought to be hon-
est about that. If people want to come
to the floor and give a speech about
taxes being too high in this country,
taxes are too high in this country. But
this is about amending the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and I am em-
barrassed that we are here playing po-
litical games with the Constitution of
the United States. It embarrasses me.
We ought to take this more seriously.

And if my Republican colleagues
were taking this seriously, let me tell
Members what would have happened. I
am the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution of the
Committee on the Judiciary in this
House. I have not seen this constitu-
tional amendment come to the Sub-
committee on the Constitution of this
House. I am a member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in this House.
We did not consider this amendment in
the Committee on the Judiciary. We
did not even have notice that this con-
stitutional amendment to amend the
most important document that we
serve under was going to be on the
House floor until several days ago,
came to the Committee on Rules, never
went through the Subcommittee on the
Constitution, never went through the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Now, if they were serious about the
constitutional obligation that we are
about to undertake here, one would
think that even after it went to the
Committee on Rules, the Committee on
Rules would at least make in order the
possibility of amendments that we
could consider on the floor of the
House to improve this bill. If it is a
good idea, why can we not have a de-
bate on potential amendments that
would improve the bill?

We said to them, ‘‘Look, there is
nothing in the United States Constitu-
tion now that mentions the words de
minimis.’’ There is not a person sitting
on this floor or in the gallery who
knows what ‘‘de minimis’’ means. And
yet we are going to give a Constitution
to the Supreme Court of the United
States and say to the Supreme Court,
‘‘You tell us what a de minimis tax in-
crease is.’’

This is the same group who within
the next several weeks will be back
here on the floor trying to amend the
Constitution because they do not like
what the Supreme Court told them
about what the First Amendment
means. So when the Supreme Court
says what a de minimis tax increase is,
then they are going to be unhappy
about that.

So we tried to offer an amendment
that would get us out of that bind. If
my colleagues are serious about that,
at least let the Congress decide what a
de minimis increase is and give the Su-

preme Court responsibility only for de-
termining whether the Congress has
followed its own rules. Do not get us
into a posture of the Congress saying,
‘‘This is a de minimis increase’’ and
then the Supreme Court saying, ‘‘Oh,
no, that’s not de minimis,’’ because no-
body knows what this language means.

But do you think we got the oppor-
tunity to offer this amendment? We did
not get the opportunity in the Sub-
committee on the Constitution, it
never came there. We did not get the
opportunity in the Committee on the
Judiciary, it never came there. We did
not get the opportunity on the floor of
the House because the Committee on
Rules said, ‘‘Oh, no, you might disrupt
our political message if we give you the
opportunity to talk about the merits of
this bill, to talk about the merits of
our democracy, to talk about the mer-
its of setting up a conflict between the
Congress of the United States and the
Supreme Court of the United States.
That would interrupt our political mes-
sage, and our political message today
is that taxes are too high.’’

My political message to you is a con-
stitutional message. I represent almost
600,000 people. Every single Member of
this body represents almost 600,000 peo-
ple. I cannot think of any reason that
some small group of people would want
to elevate their constituency above the
value of my constituency. That is what
majority rule is about. I do not like to
lose votes, but majority rule is the es-
sence of democracy.

That is what this debate is about.
What the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON) has said is absolutely correct.
They want 70 more people above major-
ity rule to decide when taxes can be
imposed. He is right. That is exactly
what this debate is about. But let me
tell you that that undermines in the
most profound and basic way the prin-
ciples on which our democracy is
founded, one of those primary prin-
ciples being majority rule.

If we are going to do it, we at least
ought to be serious about it. We at
least ought to let the Subcommittee on
the Constitution consider the bill. We
at least ought to let the Committee on
the Judiciary consider the bill. We at
least ought to have a full and fair de-
bate on this issue on the floor and
allow the possibility of amendments.

This is not about what my colleagues
would have you believe it is about.
This is political fun and games. Let me
join my Republican colleagues in say-
ing what everybody agrees to, that
taxes are too high. I do not make any
apologies for that. We all ought to vote
for it every time we get the oppor-
tunity to reduce taxes. But that is not
an argument for a supermajority. That
is an argument for responsibility and
majority rule, and we ought not upset
the basic fabric of our democracy to
accomplish it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GOSS), a member of the Com-
mittee on Rules.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS) is rec-
ognized for 71⁄2 minutes.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I thank
my very distinguished friend, a mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules of sen-
ior standing from Washington State,
for yielding me this time, and I rise in
support of this very appropriate struc-
tured rule.

To the gentleman who just spoke
who is concerned about this being the
fourth year in a row, I would say unless
this passes today, do not make any
plans for April 15 next year, either. I
think we can all agree that on a matter
of principle such as this, which in-
volves a change to our Constitution, we
must eagerly seek and accept a more
rigorous debate structure, and the
Committee on Rules has tried to pro-
vide for that.

b 1130
In the Committee on Rules on Tues-

day, proponents of this tax limitation
constitutional amendment were ac-
cused of attempting a symbolic ges-
ture. Well, the truth is that symbolism
of considering this measure on this
day, Tax Filing Day for working Amer-
icans, is extremely important. Every
year on April 15 many Americans are
reminded in a very personal, up-front
and direct way of what their govern-
ment costs them. It is on this day that
many families and businesses come
face-to-face with the enormity of the
Federal tax bite, and so it makes per-
fect sense that this Congress would on
this day focus on a means to decrease
the tax bite, Madam Speaker.

But the fact is that too many other
Americans view April 15 in a dramati-
cally different context. As refund
checks go out from Uncle Sam, mil-
lions of Americans will not feel the big
sting of our overwhelming tax bite, but
will be insulated from the real cost of
our Federal Government, perhaps for-
getting that they have been paying by
withholding all year.

Whether writing a big payment check
today or not, one thing is very certain.
The tax burden placed on all Ameri-
cans is too great, and it is too con-
fusing. Most of us cannot even get the
same conclusion when we follow the
form. It is in a large part the result of
incremental tax increases that are bur-
ied in big bills for which Congress has
not been held properly accountable.
The constitutional amendment we con-
sider today is an accountability meas-
ure designed to require a higher stand-
ard of proof for Congress when tax in-
creases are considered.

That makes sense, Madam Speaker.
After all, the money belongs first to
the people, not first to the government.
Some folks forget that from time to
time inside the beltway. It seems to me
that too many people have forgotten
that truth, that government does not
have some innate right to confiscate
the earnings of the people it serves.

Tuesday morning I heard a news re-
port on the radio that stunned me and,
I hope, anybody else who heard it. A
professor who has studied the histor-
ical trends in IRS audits was inter-
viewed about his research, and in his
commentary he said the following, and
I quote:

‘‘Tax enforcement is the essential
sort of function for the government.’’

I wonder if that gentleman’s history
lessons took him back to Boston Har-
bor in something called the tax about
tea, and the gentleman from Boston
(Mr. MOAKLEY) has properly reminded
me that is in his district, and I know
he learned the lesson well. Madam
Speaker, was he there?

How far we have come from the
model envisaged by our Founding Fa-
thers.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to understand the symbolism
of today’s debate, but then, and more
importantly, to vote for the substance
of the amendment being proposed to re-
quire a tougher standard and a greater
accountability on those in government
seeking to raise the taxes that all
Americans must pay, whether that
payment is by withholding throughout
the year or by writing a large check to
the government on April 15, or, perish
the thought, both.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield back the
balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-

er, pursuant to House Resolution 139, I
call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
37) proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States with
respect to tax limitations.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 139, the joint resolution is consid-
ered read for amendment.

The text of House Joint Resolution 37
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 37

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which shall be
valid to all intents and purposes as part of
the Constitution when ratified by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
within seven years after the date of its sub-
mission for ratification:

‘‘ARTICLE —

‘‘SECTION 1. Any bill, resolution, or other
legislative measure changing the internal
revenue laws shall require for final adoption
in each House the concurrence of two-thirds
of the Members of that House voting and
present, unless that bill, resolution, or other
legislative measure is determined at the
time of adoption, in a reasonable manner

prescribed by law, not to increase the inter-
nal revenue by more than a de minimis
amount. For the purposes of determining
any increase in the internal revenue under
this section, there shall be excluded any in-
crease resulting from the lowering of an ef-
fective rate of any tax. On any vote for
which the concurrence of two-thirds is re-
quired under this article, the yeas and nays
of the Members of either House shall be en-
tered on the Journal of that House.

‘‘SECTION 2. The Congress may waive the
requirements of this article when a declara-
tion of war is in effect. The Congress may
also waive this article when the United
States is engaged in military conflict which
causes an imminent and serious threat to na-
tional security and is so declared by a joint
resolution, adopted by a majority of the
whole number of each House, which becomes
law. Any increase in the internal revenue en-
acted under such a waiver shall be effective
for not longer than two years.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 3
hours of debate on the joint resolution,
it shall be in order to consider one mo-
tion to amend, if offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT),
or his designee, which shall be consid-
ered read and debatable for 1 hour,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SCARBOROUGH) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will con-
trol 11⁄2 hours of debate on the joint
resolution.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH).

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-
er, I will be controlling the time for
the first part of this debate, and I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the sponsor
of the constitutional amendment, be
permitted to control the time during
the second portion of this debate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Today is a very important day for us
to be bringing up this tax limitation
amendment, and is there some political
symbolism?

Certainly.
Madam Speaker, I cannot think of a

day that would be more important to
bring this up, the day that millions of
Americans across the country are
going to their accountants, going to
their local IRS offices and filing their
tax returns. They have seen over the
past decade taxes increase at a larger
rate, at a faster rate than at any time
in this country’s history. In fact, the
1993 tax increase that so many Demo-
crats I have heard are still proud of
today in 1999 was, in fact, the largest
tax increase that the American tax-
payers have ever been faced with. Of
course I believe in large part that is
the one reason why the Republican
party was swept to a majority in 1994,
and, as my colleagues know, the com-
mon wisdom was that somehow left-
wing liberals, big spenders, had learned
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their lessons and that raising taxes
would no longer be acceptable to an
overwhelming majority of the Amer-
ican people.

But the bottom line is that is not the
case. In fact, the President’s budget
and the blueprint of many people on
the left in this House actually contains
tax increases in their proposed budget
for the next few years. The nonpartisan
Tax Foundation has a study that shows
that over 60 percent of the taxes in the
President’s budget will be shouldered
by those Americans earning less than
$50,000. The lesson has not been
learned. Again, Madam Speaker, I can
think of nothing that would protect
the American taxpayer more than this
amendment that would require a super-
majority.

As my colleagues know, we have
heard arguments from the left today
that somehow this would cripple our
government, that somehow it would de-
stroy the economy and that it is un-
constitutional. The fact is that we al-
ready have 10 instances where super-
majorities are required in Congress for
things to happen. I think this is the
time and this is the place to pass one
more example of where a super-
majority must be passed before tax
burdens are raised on American tax-
payers.

I also have heard time and time
again in the past hour the fact that we
have done this before and it has failed,
and, since it has failed, we should not
do it again. But again I want to remind
my friends on the left that our efforts
at welfare reform that have trans-
formed the welfare state failed three
times before the President finally
signed the bill.

I also want to remind my friends on
the left that opposed a balanced budget
for as long as they did that the Presi-
dent opposed that for months after we
came to the majority. In fact, he said
that balancing the budget in 7 years
would destroy the economy.

Madam Speaker, we fought the Presi-
dent, and we fought the liberals on wel-
fare reform, we fought them on
balancing the budget, and we proved,
even though it did not pass the first,
second or third time, we proved that
our ideas were correct; and I think this
tax limitation amendment is also the
thing to do to ensure that the free mar-
ket, the free enterprise system that
has made this country what it is in 1999
will be able to survive into the next
century and that the Federal Govern-
ment will not be able to remain as op-
pressive as they have been on tax-
payers.

And again, if my colleagues want any
example of this, they do not need to go
back 20, 30, 50 years. All they have to
do is see what has happened in the
1990’s: This Congress and this Federal
Government have raised taxes at an
alarming rate throughout this decade.
In fact, Madam Speaker, it has been
unprecedented, and that is why I think,
as we go into the 21st century, we must
protect not only those Americans that

are filing taxes today, but Americans
and their children and their grand-
children that will be filing tax forms in
the next century.

Madam Speaker, the way we do that
is by passing this supermajority
amendment. It is an idea whose time
has come, and I hope my friends on the
left can recognize that and can support
this very, very meaningful and impor-
tant amendment.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself as much time as I may
consume.

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, it
needs to be pointed out from the very
beginning that the Committee on the
Judiciary has not ordered reported H.J.
Res. 37 proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States with
respect to tax limitations. This has not
occurred, notwithstanding a commu-
nication forwarded by the chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), to
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules saying that this has taken place.

In addition, I have never been con-
tacted, or written, or telephoned even,
about a constitutional amendment
that cannot in due fairness come before
the Congress without any, any com-
mittee proceedings in the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. We have never
witnessed this before.

Madam Speaker, I think it is a dis-
grace to the process and borders on leg-
islative malpractice. This amendment
is an insult to the legislative process
and to the principle of democracy
itself. The absence, the total absence of
any committee hearings, of any mark-
up, without any prior consultation,
makes this failure one that ought to
send this committee and the vote on
this amendment off the floor today on
this important day. When the matter
involved is a constitutional amend-
ment which would forever limit the
voting rights of Members, such lack of
process is shocking and unconscion-
able.

Now we all know the real reason the
resolution is being rushed to the floor,
to provide another symbolic gesture on
Income Tax Day and divert attention
from the real issues that matter to vot-
ers. The fact that the amendment will
not pass or has never passed hardly
constitutes a valid reason for waiving
the Committee on the Judiciary’s his-
toric jurisdiction over constitutional
amendments.

The substantive implications of this
amendment are even more problem-
atic. First and foremost, the amend-
ment undercuts the very cornerstone of
democracy, the theory that majority
rules. By requiring a two-thirds major-
ity to adopt certain legislation, the
amendment diminishes the vote of
every Member of the House and the
Senate.

Now the framers of the Constitution
wisely rejected the principle of requir-
ing a supermajority for basic govern-
ment functions. James Madison argued
at the time of the Constitutional Con-
vention that under a supermajority re-
quirement the fundamental principle of
free government would be reversed. It
would no longer be the majority that
would rule; the power would be trans-
ferred to the minority.

b 1145
The fundamental principle of free

government would be reversed. It
would no longer be the majority that
would rule. The power would be trans-
ferred to the minority.

In addition, the amendment would
permanently enshrine some $450 billion
of special corporate tax favors in the
Constitution, nearly three times as
much as all the means-tested entitle-
ment programs combined.

Could that be a motive for bringing
this measure forward, by a majority
which already violates its own House
rules on the requirement of a three-
fifths majority for these kinds of
votes?

It would be next to impossible to
change the law to require foreign cor-
porations to pay their fair share of
taxes on income earned in this country
or to repeal loopholes which encourage
United States companies to relocate
overseas.

In fact, under this amendment, it
would take more votes to close a tax
loophole engineered by powerful inter-
est groups than to cut Social Security,
Medicare and education programs.

So the amendment would also make
major deficit reduction measures much
harder to pass when they are needed.
Five of the six major deficit reduction
acts that have been enacted since 1982,
measures which fully allow us to
balance the budget, include a combina-
tion of revenue increases and program
cuts. It includes both increases and
cuts.

President Reagan signed three of
these measures into law and Presidents
Bush and Clinton signed one each.
None of these five measures received a
two-thirds majority in both Houses. So
had the proposed constitutional
amendment been in effect during this
period, substantial budget deficits
would still be with us today.

Finally, I remind my colleagues that
this amendment is the height of hypoc-
risy. Four years ago, the majority
changed the House rules so that they
could not increase tax rates without a
three-fifths vote. Does anyone on the
other side remember this? On six sepa-
rate occasions since then the majority
has ignored or waived their own House
rules.

Question. If the supermajority re-
quirement has not worked as a House
rule, why in the world would anyone
think that it could work any better as
a constitutional amendment? I think
the answer is obvious. It would not.

House Joint Resolution 37 is strongly
opposed by the administration. It is op-
posed by a wide variety of groups that
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are concerned about sound fiscal policy
and good government, including the
Concord Coalition, Common Cause,
Citizens for Tax Justice and the AFL-
CIO.

I urge my colleagues to do what we
have always done. Give this their care-
ful consideration and vote against this
ill-conceived, antidemocratic constitu-
tional amendment that is brought be-
fore us again on this day.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) for yielding me this time.

Madam Speaker, I do not entirely
disagree with the policy concerns that
were expressed by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), but I do want
to say in reference to his concerns
about the process that it is true this is
a constitutional amendment, and we
did not have hearings on it this year.
However, in the past we have had hear-
ings after hearings after hearings.

This is essentially quite a simple
matter. It does not require a lot of tes-
timony, although we could probably
have heard from academicians from
here to San Francisco and back. We
know what the issue is. We know what
the policy problems are, and so it was
an effort to get this up on this most
symbolic of days, the day when tax re-
turns are to be filed.

I do not think anybody who will vote
on this issue is in doubt as to what the
issue is all about and will be lacking
information because we did not have
hearings.

I will concede that hearings are ap-
propriate. If we hadn’t had so many
hearings in the past on this essentially
uncomplicated matter, why we would
have held hearings. I think everyone
understands the issue and so we are
trying to get on with it by bringing it
to this floor today.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), the ranking member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS) for yielding me this
time.

Madam Speaker, I would like indi-
cate how honored I am to be on the
floor with the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary that
has taken our country through a great
struggle with our Constitution. It al-
lows us to believe that we can survive
another 200 years if we just do not tin-
ker with it.

Now comes the time, whereas the
late President Kennedy once said that

sometimes our party asks too much of
us; sometimes our party asks too much
of us. A man that loves his country,
and his Constitution even better, is the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), a
man that is so proud to be there when
his country needs him to direct this
great committee, not for the next elec-
tion but for the history that lies ahead
of us.

Now this committee is being asked
by its, for lack of a better word, leader-
ship, to let us do something for April
15. Let us give a present to the tax-
payers on April 15. Let us take this
great document and tinker with it for
April 15. Let us not have hearings. Let
us not have discussions, because we
know we are not serious. It is only a
gimmick, after all. It is good for the
party. It might be good for the next
election. We might hold on to the ma-
jority.

Sometimes my party asks too much
of me, and fortunately we do not have
to make these decisions being in the
minority, but I do hope that this great
Constitution will not be attacked every
time a party thinks that it has a polit-
ical problem at the polls.

They should be able to understand
that if they want to change the law,
they do not have to have a two-thirds
majority. That is the way it works in
this country. If we really do not like
the tax system, we do not have to run
to try to change the Constitution. One
has the guts to say, I have a proposal
and I am prepared to present it to the
American people and ask them to vote
for it.

It is true that realistically we have
to work with the other party if we are
going to do it. It is true that no great
reform comes without a bipartisan ef-
fort. But that is not on the agenda, is
it, because we are looking for the next
election. So whether we are talking
about tax reform, whether we are talk-
ing about campaign finance reform,
whether we are talking about Medi-
care, whether we are talking about So-
cial Security, if we want to do some-
thing about it, the only way to do it is
in a bipartisan way. They cannot go in
the back room and come up with a Re-
publican solution no more than we can
with a Democratic solution, and they
cannot do it with a make-believe April
15, and it should be April 1, and at-
tempt to change the Constitution.

Sometimes I try to find ways to ra-
tionalize why we are in the minority,
but if we were in the majority and I
was the chairman of a committee and
had the responsibility to protect our
Constitution and they asked me to do
this gimmick, I hope I would have
enough courage to say that sometimes
my party asks too much of me.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself 30 seconds.

Madam Speaker, to help the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
with his rationalization on why they
are in the minority, they are in the mi-
nority because they passed the largest
tax increase in the history of the world

in 1993; because they did it for the 40
years when they were in the majority.

Madam Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), a very strong leader on a very
strong leadership team.

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) for yielding me this time.

Madam Speaker, it is amazing to me
that the name of the Constitution is
invoked when it is convenient, and pro-
tecting the Constitution is invoked
when it is convenient, but for the last
40 or 50 years, members of the minority
have come to this well, and I have seen
them even in my short time of being in
this House and talking about it, the
Constitution is irrelevant.

It has been said here in this Chamber
that the Constitution is a living docu-
ment. Therefore, we should read be-
tween the lines, that when the Con-
stitution gets in the way, we just dis-
regard it and throw it aside.

Now when the majority is trying to
make a statement about the fact that
the Constitution has been totally dis-
regarded over the last 40 or 50 years, we
are all willing and able to come down
here and protect the Constitution from
assault.

Madam Speaker, it is days like this
that never cease to amaze me in serv-
ing in this House. This day of all days
is when millions of Americans will rush
to the post office, rush to the post of-
fice, in order to get a postmark on an
envelope so that they can get their
taxes filed on time.

While these hardworking taxpayers
scurry to comply with our cum-
bersome, antiquated Tax Code, we are
here on the House Floor today to de-
bate a very modest bill, in my opinion,
that they would love for us to pass. It
is designed to make it a little more dif-
ficult for Uncle Sam to reach into the
pockets of the already overtaxed and
extract even more of their hard-earned
money.

Listen to just a few of the dramatic
statistics. Since this administration
took office, Federal tax receipts have
risen from 19 percent of the gross do-
mestic product to an all-time record of
21.7 percent. Over this period of time,
the Federal tax burden has risen to a
staggering 45 percent per person, 45
percent per person, from $4,600 in 1992
to $6,700 today, according to the Tax
Foundation. Including State and local
taxes, the average taxpayer shelled out
over $9,800 last year.

In fact, the average American family
today, if they take the cost of govern-
ment, that is, the taxes of State and
local and Federal Government, and add
to that the cost of regulations imposed
upon them, over 50 cents out of every
hard-earned dollar that the American
family makes today goes to the govern-
ment. No wonder they are squeaking
and yelling and screaming.

Madam Speaker, what really
astounds me is that there are actually
people opposed to this proposal. Re-
quiring just a two-thirds majority vote
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to raise taxes, I think, is a very com-
mon-sense idea.

Raising taxes should not be easy. The
problem is, this town is still full of peo-
ple who mistakenly believe that big
government is the answer to all of our
problems, and they fail to recognize
that the surplus is not, is not, the prop-
erty of the United States Government.
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I have a message for those big gov-
ernment bureaucrats and others who
would want tax hikes to be easily ac-
complished: It is not their money.

Madam Speaker, a two-thirds major-
ity is required for all of our most im-
portant decisions in America, whether
it is amending the Constitution or rati-
fying treaties. Is not taking the hard-
earned money out of the pockets of the
American family important enough to
require a two-thirds majority?

The Federal Government operates
under this mentality of what is mine is
mine, and what is yours is mine, too.
Well, this has to stop, so Madam
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join
us in support of this tax limitation
amendment. Let us really put a stop to
this era of big government and high
taxes, not just pay it lip service when
it is convenient.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for supporting the
leadership and putting this on the
Floor.

Secondly, I have in my hand a copy
of the Constitution of the United
States. I know the gentleman from
Texas has one.

Mr. DELAY. I also carry one in my
pocket.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. If the gen-
tleman will look under Section 9.

Mr. DELAY. By the way, I carry this
to constantly remind me that there
still is such a thing. I keep sending
them to their offices, but I do not know
what happens to them.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, if the gentleman will look
under Article I, Section 9, he will see
that it says, ‘‘No capitation, or other
direct, Tax shall be laid, unless in Pro-
portion to the Census or Enumeration
herein before directed to be taken.’’
That prohibited income tax on people
until February, 1913.

If we look over in Amendment XVI,
it says, ‘‘The Congress shall have
power to lay and collect taxes on in-
comes, from whatever source derived,
without apportionment among the sev-
eral States, and without regard to any
census or enumeration.’’ That is why
we need this constitutional amend-
ment, to put the Constitution back
like it was.

Mr. DELAY. How dare the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON) actually read
from the Constitution on the Floor of
this House?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I know. We
are uncouth in Texas.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Madam Speaker, could I point out to
the distinguished Whip of the House,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), that we have a GAO study
that finds the majority of the large
international corporations paid no U.S.
income taxes?

It could not be that he would want to
protect these corporations; that as
American taxpayers struggle to meet
their April 15 income tax deadline, that
a majority of the international cor-
porations doing business in the United
States could pay no Federal income
taxes? I would ask, what, Madam
Speaker, do we do about that, if we
were to unwisely enact this provision?

The international companies paying
no U.S. income tax have trillions of
dollars of assets and annual sales in
this country, and nothing has been
done about it, even though we have a
three-fifths rule in the House that is
always waived. There are no proposals
on the Floor.

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT), the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on the Constitution of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

I want to start by responding to a few
comments that were made by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) in his
presentation.

Madam Speaker, one would think
that all of this talk about how taxes
have gone up and revenues have gone
up during the President’s tenure, that
it was the Democrats who were in the
majority of the House and Senate dur-
ing that period of time. Oh, no. Madam
Speaker, the Republicans were in the
majority during that period of time.

So we can come and try to make a
political point today on April 15, but
the truth of the matter is that this de-
bate is not about whether taxes are too
high or whether President Clinton in-
creased taxes or the Republicans are
responsible for increasing taxes. That
is really not what this debate is about.
The debate is about the little docu-
ment that my colleagues were waving
around and using as a prop in this de-
bate.

Every once in a while it would be
nice if my colleagues would actually
pay some heed to that document. They
came in here in 1994, 1995, and said that
they were the most conservative group
that was ever going to hit this place.

Well, what is the most conservative
document that we have in this coun-
try? The Constitution. Yet, during the
2-year period after they came to the
majority, over 100 proposed amend-
ments to the United States Constitu-
tion were filed. They think they know
how to put the government together
better than our Founding Fathers

knew how to put it together. That is
really what they think. That is a very
cavalier notion.

Our Founding Fathers said that ma-
jority rule is the essence of democracy.
That is really what this debate is
about. It is about whether we will pro-
tect the rights of individual citizens to
have an equal voice in their govern-
ment, or whether we will have some
supermajority or a small minority that
just frustrates the will of the majority.
That is really what this debate is
about. It is about democracy.

Every single decision in our govern-
ment, with the exception of two, under
the Constitution of the United States,
is reserved for majority decision.
Somehow or another my colleagues
who think they are better or would be
better at shaping a constitutional gov-
ernment than our Founding Fathers,
those same Founding Fathers whose
Constitution has survived over 200
years, my colleagues think they can do
it better, so they come and say, on tax
day we want to make a political point,
and we want to bring this two-thirds
majority vote requirement before it,
not because we think it is going to pass
but because we want to make a polit-
ical point.

Madam Speaker, I am embarrassed
that we would play political games
with the Constitution of the United
States. We are in serious debate about
a range of issues, some of major mag-
nitude, some of minor magnitude.

I can understand when we play poli-
tics with minor issues, but when we
come to the Floor of the House and we
wave in front of the American people
the Constitution of the United States
and treat it like a prop for a political
sideshow, and for 4 straight years we
bring the same constitutional amend-
ment which has been defeated four
straight times, bring it to the Floor of
the House on tax filing day, we are
playing political games.

We heard the gentleman who fol-
lowed me on the debate on the rule on
this issue. He got up and told me to be
prepared for April 15 of the year 2000,
because they are going to be back next
year with the same constitutional
amendment, not because even a major-
ity of them think it has merit. If they
had to really live under this system
they would not support it, because it
would be their constituencies whose
vote would be diminished, just as it
would be my constituencies’ vote
which is diminished.

But on April 15 of next year, they are
going to be right back here with the
same political charade. That ought not
to be what we are engaged in here. If
they are serious, this amendment
should have gone through the regular
committee process. It never did. We
should have had the opportunity to
offer amendments to it that would
make this bill better. We do not, all be-
cause it would have interrupted the
ability of the majority to get this mat-
ter to the Floor of the House on April
15, the same day they brought it to the
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Floor of the House in 1998, 1997, 1996,
and will bring it again in the year 2000.

Madam Speaker, this is not about
substance, this is about trying to gain
some political advantage. We should
reject this amendment, and at least if
we are going to consider it, send it to
the committee and let us do some seri-
ous work on it so that we can address
the flaws that exist in it.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself 30 seconds.

Madam Speaker, I would remind the
gentleman, who somehow is confused
about who is responsible for tax rates
increasing in this decade, that in 1993
the Democrats passed the largest tax
increase in the history of this Repub-
lic, without a single Republican vote.

I would like to also say again that
just because the Democrats and those
on the extreme left have fought against
this bill for the past 3 or 4 years does
not mean that it is not a good idea.

It took us three or four times to get
the President to actually agree that
welfare reform is a good thing. It took
us 6 or 7 months to get the President of
the United States to actually agree
that balancing the budget was a good
idea. Maybe it will take us another
year or two to have those on the ex-
treme left agree that protecting tax-
payers is also a very good thing, but we
are very patient people and we will
still be here.

Madam Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FOLEY), a good friend who is also a
champion on the taxpayers and a mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. FOLEY. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing time to me.

Madam Speaker, so as not to be not
patriotic, I will not wave the Constitu-
tion in the air, I will simply read from
it.

Section 9 of the original Constitu-
tion, which has been referred to numer-
ous times today, by the Founding Fa-
thers, prohibited taxation. It was an
amendment to the Constitution that
allowed this Nation to tax its people.

Yesterday we heard in the debate
about the Census language, ignore the
Constitution, it suggests enumeration,
but in order to help the minorities we
would forget the writing of the Con-
stitution and we will now do a statis-
tical sampling.

Madam Speaker, the Constitution is
very clear. The gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH) has raised
many times the tax vote in 1993, and
that one Member from Pennsylvania,
whose arm was twisted and was
launched down to the Floor to change
her vote in the last seconds of the vote
that day, Ms. Mezvinsky from Pennsyl-
vania, changed her vote from a nay to
a yea and passed the tax bill. She was
defeated by her constituents for raising
taxes.

I remember the comment by the
President of the United States, I be-
lieve I raised your taxes too much. It

was a little late for Ms. Mezvinsky,
who could not apologize. She had lost
her office. By one vote they were able
to achieve a tax increase that then this
president has denounced as maybe it
was a bit too ambitious.

Let us talk about some of the States
that are apparently so backward they
cannot figure things out. The birth-
place of our President, Arkansas,
passed in 1934 a three-quarters major-
ity to raise all taxes.

California, the site of so much new
technology, I have heard repeatedly on
the Floor from Members of California,
then I would ask the delegation from
California, in 1978 they passed a two-
thirds requirement of all taxes. What
say those people in California? Are
they backwards?

Then Delaware, 1980, a three-fifths
majority to raise taxes; Florida, 1971,
three-fifths; Louisiana, two-thirds in
1966; hardly trailblazers here, Madam
Speaker. They were listening to their
constituents.

I believe we have a fundamental
problem in America, but I have also
heard that we have to give more voice
to the minority so they can participate
in our system of government. I also
heard today on this Floor that by initi-
ating this two-thirds, we would give
more power to the minority, so that
should be welcome news in this Cham-
ber, so people through simple majority
cannot run ramrod over the constitu-
ents of this Nation.

We are talking about debate on social
security reform, Medicare reform, and
all these are important topics for the
American public. But I also think it is
a clear recognition when we have these
kinds of surplus dollars, before we start
raising taxes, we ought to look at the
more prudent way of managing the re-
sources we have been given.
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I am such an advocate for this be-

cause I heard our Vice President sug-
gest the other day he created the Inter-
net. I know one thing he did create, it
was a tax on the Internet. We were not
able to vote on it, but it was initiated
in our phone bills. Now I have to get
mail from my constituents every day
about this tax on their phone bills that
I did not get to vote on.

I want a chance to have a two-thirds
majority. I want a chance to debate the
issues, because I believe in this Cham-
ber. Democracy flourishes when all
people can participate.

If it is such a good idea, it will be
easy to get a two-thirds majority, it
will be easy to talk about what is nec-
essary in America, it will be easy to do
in States like Florida when we have
had to step up to the challenge of deal-
ing with education, of dealing with
welfare, of dealing with issues that
confront the American public, we are
able to do it and able to get a majority,
not on a partisan basis, but on a bipar-
tisan basis that increases the oppor-
tunity of Floridians.

So I join with the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH) and others

in supporting this amendment on this
very serious day, April 15, where Amer-
icans are called forward to pay their
taxes their government asks of them,
not always willingly, but they cer-
tainly pay them.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes while the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FOLEY) is on the floor.

First, the 1993 vote was far more than
a tax increase. It had tax increases and
deductions, and many other changes.

Secondly, if one measures State and
local revenues, in looking at the States
with a supermajority requirement, we
find that five of the seven States with
supermajority requirements experi-
enced lower than average economic
growth as measured by changes in per
capita personal incomes. Both of these
years were business cycle peaks, 1979
and 1989. If economic growth during
this period is measured by changes in
gross State product, four of the seven
supermajority States had lower than
average growth.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to today’s constitutional
amendment. If this proposal to amend
the Constitution is intended to be any-
thing more than an April 15 political
gimmick, there is great reason for con-
cern on policy grounds, particularly
two.

First of all, we have to note what the
amendment does because it is a recipe
for fiscal disaster. This amendment
will allow unlimited new spending
based on a simple majority vote. How-
ever, to pay for that new spending will
require a two-thirds vote.

A lot has been said about the vote in
1993. I would point out that our deficit
at that time was $260 billion, and that
vote has been responsible for reducing
the deficit down to where we have a
technical surplus right now.

So if we want to allow unlimited ad-
ditional spending on a simple majority
vote, we ought to have the ability to
pay for it by the same vote, not risk re-
quiring a supermajority.

The other thing is, this thing locks
in corporate loopholes. We can pass a
corporate loophole with a simple ma-
jority, but to repeal it takes two-
thirds. We would have either a little
more than one-third of either the
House or the Senate that can protect
the corporate loophole.

If we passed a corporate loophole
thinking it would just make a small
amount of difference, but looked up
and saw it was costing billions of dol-
lars, we could not close that loophole if
just over one-third of either the House
or the Senate objected.

To offset this corporate largess, we
would have to look somewhere else,
maybe Social Security and Medicare,
which we could cut with a simple ma-
jority. But we would need a two-thirds
majority to close that loophole.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the pol-
icy, this amendment in terms of details
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is vague and unworkable. We had no
hearings this year on the current bill.
But when we did have hearings in 1997,
both Democratic and Republican wit-
nesses expressed serious concerns
about the details of the amendment.

Former Office of Management and
Budget Director Jim Miller, a tax limi-
tation amendment supporter, even
went so far as to call some of the lan-
guage ‘‘silly.’’ For example, the lan-
guage before us requires a two-thirds
majority vote to increase the internal
revenue by more than a de minimis
amount.

No one in our hearing seemed to have
a good idea of what constitutes inter-
nal revenue or what exactly would be
considered a de minimis amount. Who
will get to decide whether a bill in-
creases the special revenue by more
than a de minimis amount?

Some supporters suggested that one-
tenth of 1 percent of the total revenues
would be de minimis. Out of a trillion-
dollar budget, that is $1 billion. Is it a
billion? Is it a half a billion? Two bil-
lion? Ten billion?

When we are talking about tax bills,
we are talking about an estimate. Who
gets to estimate? What happens if the
estimate is wrong? What happens if
there is a disagreement over the esti-
mate? How many votes does it take to
pass the bill?

These are questions that the Amer-
ican public deserve answers to before
and not after we have made a mess
that cannot be cleaned up. These are
questions that could have been ad-
dressed responsibly in committee, but
there were no committee hearings this
year, just today’s April 15 vote.

This resolution is an insult to our
Constitution. It is a recipe for financial
disaster, and it protects corporate
loopholes and, therefore, should be de-
feated.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds just to say the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the ranking member, had given
some statistics in States that did not
prosper in 1979. He said it is because of
tax limitations in their own States. His
suggestion that tax increases equal
economic prosperity, I find, is about as
difficult to believe as 1979 is actually a
time of economic prosperity. If that is
the case, somebody needs to call
Jimmy Carter in Plains, Georgia, and
let him know that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TRAFICANT), the sheriff.

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, this
could have had hearings, but that will
not stop me from voting for this joint
resolution. I do not know how many
Democrats will vote for this, but I en-
courage them to do just that. Number
one, not just because our taxes are too
high.

We have income taxes, excise taxes,
estate taxes, gift taxes, capital gains

taxes, service fees, old taxes, new
taxes, hidden taxes, tobacco taxes, gas
taxes, aviation taxes, tobacco taxes.
The American people are literally
taxed off. It has rather been a political
process and too easy to tinker with
this code, which should be thrown out
by the way, and raise taxes.

But I want to take issue with the
constitutional scholars. Our Founders
never intended an income tax. I could
say on the floor that, if they did, they
would have put a two-thirds super-
majority; and here is why.

The only revenue in that Constitu-
tion was in the form of treaties and
international trade. It carried a two-
thirds supermajority. We went from
trade and treaty and taxing on prod-
ucts and imports and threw that out
and went to income. That cannot be
laid on our Founders. Our Founders
never intended to tax achievement and
initiative. By God, I do not.

But do my colleagues know, there is
another thing here. Every time we talk
about salient points of differences of
opinion, we get into some class war-
fare: we, they; they, we; old, young;
black, white; man, woman; manage-
ment, labor. Let us get off that. There
are many people in my district that are
taxed off. They believe they are taxed
too high.

Who has fought more against foreign
corporations getting away with taxes
than the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS) and JIM TRAFICANT to-
gether? But let me say this now to this
Congress: 13 years it took me to change
the burden of proof in the civil tax
case. The Democrats would not hold a
hearing on it. Thirteen years it took to
change the seizure laws so the IRS
could not come in and seize my con-
stituents’ home without a good order.

Democrats would not have a hearing
on the Traficant bill. Democrats would
not support Traficant’s position to
allow our taxpayers who are ripped off
to sue the IRS. That is why we are in
the damn minority here.

Now let us talk business. We pay
much too high a level of taxes. We also
pay them in the form of income, which
in fact kills initiative. We are at the
right time, April 15, talking about the
right issue here.

As far as constitutional amendments
are concerned, I think it is absolutely
necessary, because it is too easy politi-
cally to twist arms in Washington, D.C.
But as far as constitutional amend-
ments are concerned, I want to applaud
everyone who has enough passion to
believe they can improve upon Amer-
ica. If they cannot get enough votes,
then they do not.

By the way, I have a constitutional
amendment before this Congress. I
heard all the talk about Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. I want the chairman
who may be the next chairman of Ways
and Means to hear it. The Traficant
amendment to the Constitution would
say no more touching the trust fund
from Social Security, and Social Secu-
rity could be used only for Social Secu-

rity and Medicare. I have not heard
anybody rallying around that.

I support this two-thirds vote, a
supermajority. Our Founders in their
wisdom would have placed this super-
majority on an income tax, but they
were not that foolish to impose an in-
come tax.

In closing, let me let the Congress
know this: There is a woman in Amer-
ica who hit the American dream yes-
terday. She hit the lottery for $190 mil-
lion. That is unbelievable. She will
take home $70 million. She won $190
million lottery, but when everybody is
done running their fingers through it,
she will take home $70 million.

Everybody is all excited about the re-
funds they get of the money the IRS
has been holding interest free on our
accounts. Beam me up. We need a con-
stitutional amendment to ensure there
will be no more chicanery with the
easy business of being seduced to find
more dollars for this government.

With that, I thank the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH) for
the time, and I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote for
this constitutional amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to remind the previous
speaker that the AFL-CIO has urged a
vote against the proposed constitu-
tional amendment that would require a
two-thirds majority in the United
States House and Senate to increase
Federal revenues. Why? Because this
amendment would undermine the prin-
ciple of majority rule in our Federal
Government by allowing one-third of
either the U.S. House or Senate to hold
tax bills hostage.

Since many of the terms in this reso-
lution, as previously pointed out, are
extremely vague, this proposed con-
stitutional amendment would undoubt-
edly lead to endless litigation in our
courts. It would also hurt our Nation’s
working families by making it more
difficult to extend the lives of the So-
cial Security and Medicare Trust
Funds.

In fact, this proposed constitutional
amendment would also make it more
difficult to close tax loopholes, includ-
ing the foreign tax credit and the defer-
ral of the United States taxes on for-
eign income which encourage U.S.
companies to move American jobs
overseas.

Why, since last April 15, 1998, have
not the majority brought forward any
of these bills that would close tax loop-
holes? It seems to me that the income
tax was approved by the 16th Amend-
ment to the Constitution in the year
1913. It was passed because huge ty-
coons were earning hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars without paying taxes:
the Rockefellers, the Morgans, the
Vanderbilts. Without the 16th Amend-
ment, we would have had no way to
prosecute a World War I, not to men-
tion a World War II.
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So it is important that we put these

matters in perspective.
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We have an accounting analysis that

shows that the Reagan era tax cuts
were for higher income taxpayers. The
Clinton era help for the working poor
and the targeted tax cuts contained in
the 1997 balanced budget agreement
have all helped keep the Federal taxes
for most Americans lower than they
have been in any time since 1979.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG).

(Mr. SHADEGG asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I can-
not help but begin by associating my-
self with the remarks of my colleague,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI-
CANT), from the other side. I thought he
was brilliant, and I hope that our col-
leagues were listening.

I have put up here on this poster a
quote from John Randolph. John Ran-
dolph served in this body in the late
1800s as a Member of the U.S. House
and then as a Member of the United
States Senate. And he said what this
debate is really all about, and that is
that ‘‘One of the most delicious of
privileges is that of spending other peo-
ple’s money.’’ That, Members, is fun-
damentally what we do here when we
spend taxpayers’ dollars. When we
enact program after program and tax
increase after tax increase, we indulge
ourselves in that delicious privilege of
spending other people’s money.

That is what this debate is about.
This debate is about should it be easier
to continue to spend ever increasing
numbers of other people’s money, ever
increasing amounts of other people’s
money. Not our money, not our money
out of our own wallet, but money
taken out of the wallets of the tax-
payers of America. Should we make it
easier to do that or slightly harder?

The answer is that those who oppose
this amendment want it to be easy to
take money out of other people’s wal-
lets because they enjoy the privilege of
spending other people’s money. But the
sad truth is it is never enough for those
who want to spend other people’s
money.

In 1950, just a few short years ago, in
my lifetime, the average taxpayer sent
$1 to Washington for every $50 that
they earned. Today it is $1 for every $4
and approaching $1 for every $3. It has
become a radical increase in the
growth and the size of the Federal Gov-
ernment and its tax bite so that people
in this body can enjoy that privilege of
spending other people’s money.

Now, what is it that we propose to do
about it? We propose to do something
that has in fact been called radical on
this floor today, but is indeed not rad-
ical, and that is to put in a rational
limitation on the power of this Con-
gress to increase taxes once again.

And do not be fooled by these con-
stitutional arguments. As the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)

pointed out, the Founding Fathers did
not impose an income tax. They did
not believe there should be an income
tax. Indeed, that was not adopted until
the 16th Amendment. So the argument
that we should not have this kind of a
constitutional amendment, and that
the Founding Fathers rejected it, is
simply false.

Now, what is our idea? Impose a con-
stitutional amendment that makes it
slightly harder, a two-thirds majority,
not a simple majority, to raise taxes.
This poster shows that 68 percent of all
Americans live in States where the
same type of limitation has been
passed. Indeed, 14 States, from Arizona
to the State of Washington, listed here,
have all enacted similar measures, say-
ing, ‘‘No, you should require a super-
majority before you raise taxes yet one
more time.’’ It is not a radical idea, it
is a commonsense idea.

I was reading a statistic earlier today
that went to the issue of this debate. It
pointed out that the IRS sends out 8
billion pages of forms and instructions
each year, the equivalent of paper
made from almost 300,000 trees, and re-
ceives back enough paperwork to circle
the earth 36 times.

I could not help but be struck by the
fact that what that proves is that, vis-
a-vis the IRS, the beavers that we have
just learned about who on the Tidal
Basin in the last few weeks have
chewed down one or two trees, maybe
three or four trees before they were
caught, they are pikers compared to
the IRS. The IRS in 1 year, not one lit-
tle aggressive beaver chewing down
four or five of our beautiful cherry
trees in any given year, the IRS with
its 8 billion pages of forms and instruc-
tions each year consumes almost
300,000 trees.

Maybe the IRS should employ those
beavers.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHADEGG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Is there any
truth to the rumor that the beavers are
actually contract employees of the
IRS?

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I would say to the
gentleman, who makes a good point, if
they are not now, perhaps they should
be.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I am sorry to interrupt the
latest episode of ‘‘Leave It To Beaver,’’
but I have never really been a big fan
of reruns.

What we are seeing today is the end
of a romance, and it is a sad day. This
should not have come on tax day;
maybe it should have come on Valen-
tine’s Day. The romance that we are
seeing come to an end is that between
the Republican Party and their view of
the people.

When the current majority first took
office in 1994, they were full of an-
nouncements that they were here to
carry out the will of the people. They
were, they said, the embodiment of the
American public’s will. Well, they have
run into some rocky times. The public
has not been nearly as supportive of
their agenda as they wish.

And, increasingly, their irritation
with the public comes through. It
reached, of course, a high point last
year on impeachment. And by the time
that impeachment came to the floor,
we had Republicans talking about their
duty to disregard the public will be-
cause they knew much better than the
public what should be going on.

Now, this is the logical conclusion of
that. We have had a system in this
country called democracy, in which a
majority of the people vote for Mem-
bers of Congress. It is not strictly
majoritarian in the Senate, obviously,
because of the two Senators per State,
but the notion was we would get a ma-
jority and the majority would then de-
cide.

Well, the Republicans are here tell-
ing us today what they told us in De-
cember: ‘‘That majority of the Amer-
ican people ain’t all it was cracked up
to be. You can’t trust them. You can’t
trust the American people through the
electoral process to have representa-
tives who will do the right thing.’’ So
let us say when it comes to a policy the
Republicans do not like, such as taxes,
then we will have to have a super-
majority.

The gentleman from Arizona said we
now collect more in taxes than we did
in 1950. That is true. There was no
Medicare program in 1950. Of course, if
it was up to the Republican Party,
there still would not be. They were op-
posed to it. And it is true that because
we have a Medicare program, that re-
quires taxes that were not levied in
1950.

We did not have any serious environ-
mental programs in the United States
in 1950. I notice the Charles River has
now just been declared open for swim-
ming to a great extent. We can give
people a tax cut, and there is not much
they can do to clean up the rivers or
clean up the air.

So it is true, the billions we spend on
environmental protection, cleaning up
Superfund sites, cleaning up the air,
cleaning up the water, those take taxes
and they did not exist in 1950.

But this is not a substantive argu-
ment, it is a procedural one, and we
should go back again to the funda-
mental issue here. The Republican
Party is making it clear today that
they have lost trust with the American
people. Indeed, it became very clear
during impeachment that if the Amer-
ican people worked for us instead of
the other way around, the Republicans
would have fired them. They were very
disappointed in the people.

And they are institutionalizing
today, if they are successful, in the
Constitution their distrust of the peo-
ple: ‘‘Don’t let a majority make these
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important decisions. You can’t trust a
majority of the voters. You take a ma-
jority of the voters who elect Members
of the House of representatives; we
don’t like what they are going to do.’’

Now, I have to say, in fairness to the
Republicans, they did not rush to this
repudiation of the public will. They
were much happier when they could
claim to be the tribunes of the public.
The problem was that the public ran
out on them and they were upset. I no-
ticed that during impeachment, and I
think these are very connected, be-
cause it was the dislike of the Amer-
ican public’s decision that came out in
impeachment that is really the same
force that we have today.

Now, I can say, because I was there in
the Committee on the Judiciary, that
the Republican Party did not start out
to repudiate the public. In fact, when
the impeachment thing started, they
were sure the public was on their side.
To their horror, they saw the public
moving away, so they tried to make a
virtue out of necessity by saying how
proud they were to stand up to public
opinion.

Having the Republicans announce
during impeachment that they were
pleased to show that they could resist
public opinion would have been a little
bit like Pharaohs’ soldiers, as the Red
Sea closed in on them, announcing that
it was a wonderful day to go swim-
ming. This was not something they
wanted to happen, but if it was hap-
pening, they had better make the best
of it.

Now they are taking it one step fur-
ther. It is one thing to find ourselves
embarrassed by the public differing
with us and to announce how wonderful
we are because we have stood up to the
public, but it is another to write it into
the Constitution of the United States.

The Constitution of the United
States leads us to ask on this funda-
mental public policy question, and here
it is, do there need to be some things
that are important for the quality of
our life that we do jointly? I do not
know how we provide public safety
with a tax cut. I do not know how we
clean up the air or the water or take
care of the health of poor children.
There are some things we can only do,
that are important for this country, if
we do them jointly.

There is, I think, a difference on the
part of some people in the public. It is
true if we ask people about government
spending in general, they will be very
negative. But if we ask them about the
specific parts of government spending,
they are often quite positive.

People, I think, would like to see
more spending in the Medicare pro-
gram. They would like to see a pre-
scription drug program. If we are going
to do a prescription drug program, that
is going to take taxes. If we are going
to keep cops on the street, that takes
taxes. If we are going to clean up the
air and the water, that takes taxes.

Now, people can say, ‘‘No, we don’t
want to see that happen. We don’t want

a prescription drug program in Medi-
care. We don’t want to help people
build new schools with Federal money.
We’re against any revenues.’’ That is a
legitimate decision. But why are they
unwilling to let it be decided by major-
ity rule? Why this repudiation of the
majority?

By the way, when it comes to major-
ity rule, among the majorities they do
not trust, apparently, is the very House
Committee on the Judiciary, that bul-
wark of Republican rectitude against
an improvident public, because this bill
did not get voted on in committee. I
am on the Committee on the Judiciary;
I am even on this subcommittee. I
must have been absent that year be-
cause we did not have a hearing on it
this year. We did not have a markup in
subcommittee. We did not have a
markup in committee.

This radical revision of the notion
that a majority should rule, which the
Republicans used to hold when they
still thought the majority was backing
them up, comes to this floor untouched
by human hands. This comes to us
without a hearing, without a markup,
without a committee meeting. Not
only have the Republicans decided to
repudiate the notion of majority rule
in representing the public, whom they
do not trust on this, they have appar-
ently forgotten what they said a few
years ago about procedural regularity,
about committees. This one just comes
right to the floor.

Now, I understand why. I understand
that there are members of the com-
mittee who have more regard for the
majority principle, who would have
been a little embarrassed by it. But
when we try to accomplish a bad idea
by a bad procedure, two wrongs do not
make a right. And I hope this effort to
right the repudiation of the public’s
right to make decisions by a majority
into the Constitution is defeated.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds, just to thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
being concerned about that end of a ro-
mance.

Actually, fortunately, given the
choice between the arms they would be
driven into, with Mr. Clinton and Mr.
GORE and those of the left who are now
proposing a new tax increase, I think
over $100 billion in tax increases, 60
percent of those going to Americans
making less than $50,000, I am quite
comfortable that that romance will
take us well into the 21st century.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. My
only question is why is the gentleman
not willing to let the American people
decide that by a majority?

The gentleman may be right or
wrong substantively, but why this fear
of letting the majority decide by ma-
jority rule?

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds to respond that

we certainly have no fear of it. We fear
that no more than Democrats fear
talking about taxes overall.

I have heard discussions about im-
peachment. I even heard the ghost of
Newt Gingrich rise from the mist in
the rules debate and about Medicare.
We have no fear about that. Our fear is
that the Democrats, given their will in
the future, will do exactly what Bill
Clinton and AL GORE want to do right
now in their budget, and that is raise
taxes on hard-working Americans.

So I do not think the romance is
over. In fact, a poll that was taken last
year shows that 73 percent of Ameri-
cans support tax limitation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. CAN-
NON), a member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I was im-
pressed by the point made by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS),
that major international corporations
pay virtually no taxes, and that despite
the valiant efforts of the gentleman
from Michigan and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) and others over
most of the last 40 years of Democrat
control of this House. That illustrates
the point that people pay taxes.

Mr. Speaker, America is great for
many reasons. We have a larger popu-
lation base than, say, Germany. We
have massive natural resources. But
the key to America being the world’s
only superpower is not in the numbers
of our people or in the size of our corn-
fields but in the creativity of the
American people. Our creativity de-
rives from the way our predecessors
framed the role of government.
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They recognize government for what
it is, force. Some forces are necessary
in order to secure the blessings of lib-
erty, but the challenge we will always
face is balancing government’s access
to force and constraining that force.
And nowhere is the coercive force of
government more broadly felt than in
ripping from the laborer a portion of
his wages.

We, the Federal Government, are now
tearing from our citizens a larger por-
tion of their earnings than ever before
in our history, more than during the
struggle for freedom during World War
II.

My friend, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT), is embarrassed
apparently by the waiving of the Con-
stitution on April 15. This is the day
that people feel that pain. Let me just
say that when we changed the Con-
stitution and allowed for an income
tax, it was only the most farsighted of
the men involved and women involved
in that process who foresaw, over the
promises of everyone, the extent to
which we would actually raise taxes in
America.

As Americans, as representatives of
the American people who hold the com-
mon dream that makes us Americans,
we have an obligation to limit the
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force brought against us collectively
by the grasping government bureauc-
racy. That may mean that we in Con-
gress must restrain ourselves from at-
tempting to have another program to
deal with society’s ills.

But let me remind my colleagues
that compassion does not always mean
intervention. If we just do not spend
the surplus, we will either continue to
grow the economy at phenomenal
rates, bidding up salaries in the proc-
ess, or interest rates will fall. I believe
that no bureaucrat will ever come up
with a program as compassionate as a
4 percent interest rate.

So I believe that we should not ex-
pand government, and I also believe
that we should constrain our ability to
tax. Therefore, I support and I ask my
colleagues for their support of this tax
limitation amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire of the Chair the time remain-
ing on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOEHNER). The gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) has 54 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH) has 60 minutes
remaining.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the distinguished and
able gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the distinguished and able
ranking member of the Committee on
the Judiciary for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, this provision should be
defeated, for three reasons. One, it is
an exercise in hypocrisy. Secondly, his-
tory has shown that it does not work.
And thirdly, it may mitigate against
this Congress making the kind of very
difficult decisions that may be neces-
sitated in the near future.

I say that it is an exercise in hypoc-
risy because, in January of 1995, in the
Contract with America, the new Re-
publican majority included this as a
rule that would guide the House, and it
passed in the House. But every single
time that we have had a tax bill, pri-
marily a tax cut bill, but a bill that
had provisions that actually increased
taxes, the Committee on Rules had to
waive this very rule. So every time
that we have had a tax bill, the Com-
mittee on Rules included in the rule a
waiver of this very provision.

So for us now to consider this and
even to consider voting for it in light
of our past experience, it seems to me,
is an exercise in hypocrisy. We know it
will not work. And yet the same Re-
publican majority that voted this as a
rule voted for each individual rule that
waived this rule as it would apply to
any subsequent tax bill.

Secondly, my recollection is that the
Articles of Confederation actually had
this as a requirement as well, a super-
majority for any tax increase, and it
did not work. Minority rule meant that
our young country was not able to
function effectively. They went back
and they had to change it. And there

are some very extensive debates that
we can consult that shows the reason
why it did not work, why they had to
go to majority rule to be able to make
the kind of difficult decisions that this
Congress has elected to make.

Now, thirdly, it seems to me that
there are a number of things that this
Congress is going to have to do in the
near future. One is to make the kinds
of difficult decisions that will be neces-
sitated to ensure that our retirement
security programs are sustainable.
They may, in fact, include raising some
additional revenue in order to be fair
and to be sustainably financed into the
long term. I do not know that. But I do
know that we will never get two-thirds
of this House to make those kinds of
votes no matter how compelling the ar-
guments are in favor of those votes.

There are other areas in which I
think that we certainly should get two-
thirds. Corporate welfare, some of the
loopholes that are used to abuse. His-
tory tells us this does not work. We
know that these tax issues are the
most difficult issues. They take leader-
ship and they take courage and they
take majority rule.

Almost all of these difficult issues
have only passed by a slim majority no
matter how compelling, as I say, are
the arguments. We need to enable
doing the right thing for this country,
and doing the right thing is not the
easy thing. Let us defeat this bill.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON).

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
if I were a permanent resident at my
apartment in Arlington, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) would be
my congressman. I get all his mailings.
And he does an excellent job, so I want
to commend him on this.

I want to comment about having to
waive the rule that we pass. My col-
league correctly pointed out that when
it was waived, it was waived because
we were trying to cut the capital gains.
And the way the capital gains code is
structured, we actually have to in-
crease the rate in order to lower the
net effect of the total tax. So we have
protected that in the tax limitation
amendment because of the de minimis
requirement, and we have a specific
section in there about capital gains.

So I just wanted to point that out. I
know the gentleman may not have
known that.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I do know
that. In fact, I spoke to that when the
tax bill came up to that very provision.
It was the Matsui provision, as I recall,
on capital gains. We had to change that
because it applied to small capitalized
companies. But in the next tax cut bill,
there was a Medicare revenue increase
where we also had to waive the rule.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 15 seconds.

Since the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON) knows that, he must know
that there were some other reasons
that there were other exceptions made.
That was not the only one for increases
in Medicare. For increases in Medicare,
we had to again waive that rule. So let
us bring this thing to a fuller conclu-
sion than that.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to inject some Mid-
western common sense into this de-
bate. The taxpayers of our Nation do
not care which party deserves greater
blame for tax increases. For them, this
issue is not about conservatives versus
liberals or Republicans versus Demo-
crats. For them, it is not about parties;
it is about pocketbooks.

Survey after survey shows that
Americans support the proposal before
us. Why? Because they know that if we
do not take steps to protect them
against tax increases now when we
have an operating budget surplus, then
we never will. They know that if we do
not act now when our tax burden is
higher than it has been anytime since
World War II, then we never will. And
they know that if we do not act now
when 56 percent of Americans find the
Tax Code so confusing, complicated,
and complex, that they turn to outside
experts for help, then we never will.

Working families know that this is
precisely the time, the year, and, yes,
the date to make this proposal on to
protect their pocketbooks, to protect
their future.

Now, a little earlier I heard so many
arguments against the concept of a
three-fifths vote, a supermajority re-
quirement, saying that it does injus-
tice to the Constitution. But, of course,
the greater injustice is the one done to
our working families every year around
this time.

Now, this is not news. That is why
State after State has passed a law like
the one before us. Some of these States
have had their supermajority require-
ments, their tax limitation provisions
for years. And the evidence shows
clearly, unmistakably that these provi-
sions work. And, of course, that is the
most important thing to remember.

And the critics of this amendment
know it very well. Make no mistake,
they do not oppose this plan because it
will not work. They oppose it because
it will work, it will prevent taxes from
growing faster than our ability to pay,
and it will limit the growth of govern-
ment.

I urge support for this constitutional
amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN) a senior member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank my friend from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) for yielding me this time and
congratulate him on the work that he
has done in the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to

this constitutional amendment. It re-
minds me of the debate that we had on
another constitutional change that
would have provided for a balanced
Federal budget. During that debate,
many of us pointed out that the Con-
stitution is not the problem, that we
have all the tools here in this body
where we can do what is right, we can
pass the necessary laws to make the
necessary corrections.

In 1993, we acted, we acted on the im-
balance in our Federal budget. We
passed a new economic program for
this Nation; and as a result of the ac-
tion that we took in 1993, we are enjoy-
ing a balanced Federal budget, we are
enjoying economic prosperity, we are
able to have more rational budget de-
bates now in these halls.

But, Mr. Speaker, it is interesting
that if this constitutional change
would have been in the Constitution in
1993, we would not have been able to
put this Nation back on a path of a
balanced Federal budget, for it was a
controversial bill. It passed by only one
vote in this body or in the other body.
We were able to do that because democ-
racy worked, majority worked, and we
could benefit as a result of that action.

The Constitution is not the problem
with our Tax Code. Yes, Americans are
rightly upset with the taxes they have
to pay and the way in which we collect
those taxes. We need tax reform. The
current majority has been talking
about that during the last 4 years, and
yet we have not had a single moment
of debate in this body, on this floor, on
tax reform.

Bring out what the public really
wants. Let us change our Tax Code. We
have the power to do that. But instead,
one day a year, on April 15 each year,
we debate a constitutional change. The
Constitution is not the problem.
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As my colleague from Virginia point-
ed out, this will not work. We reserve
supermajorities in the Constitution for
process issues, not to enact substantive
legislation. To override a presidential
veto, to pass a constitutional amend-
ment, to expel a Member, that is what
we reserve extraordinary super-
majority votes for, not policy deter-
minations.

My friend from Virginia pointed out
that in the 104th Congress, 4 years ago,
the Republican majority put this in
our rules. It has not worked. It did not
work. Every time that there was an op-
portunity for the rule to prevent con-
gressional action, we waived it. As the
gentleman from Texas pointed out,
well, we changed that. Yes, we changed
it 2 years later. It did not work, so we
changed the rule.

We could do that when it is a rule.
You cannot do it when it is a constitu-
tional change. You cannot just go back
and say, ‘‘Oh, we made a mistake, let’s
change it.’’ It will not work. We know
that. Yet every April 15 we come to the
floor and tell the American people we

are trying to do something about their
frustration with paying taxes.

We have the tools. As we had the
tools to deal with the balanced budget,
we have the tools to deal with tax re-
form. Why are we not spending today
debating what type of a tax structure
we should have for this Nation? Why
have you not brought out in 4 years a
bill that would reform our tax struc-
ture? Then we could have the debate
that the American people would like us
to have. Let us stop blaming the Con-
stitution of the United States. It is our
responsibility, and let us use our time
to have a constructive debate.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, today is
April 15. I would like to take this time
to congratulate my tax accountant, my
wife Karen, who has gone through the
last few months having to confront
taxpayer after taxpayer. I have to
apologize to Karen, her staff and every
tax consultant in America, and yes,
every taxpayer in America that we
have put them through what we have
done in the last few months.

Now, I keep hearing from Members of
Congress about how the taxes only af-
fect the rich and how the rich need to
pay more and that every time a tax in-
crease goes through, it is only on the
rich. Let me tell my colleagues some-
thing. Those of us who represent the
working class people of the United
States and people that work in busi-
nesses like my wife, that have no cli-
ent, not one client who makes over
$100,000 a year, know the great lie that
comes out of these chambers and out of
this Capitol about ‘‘The rich are going
to be taxed, but don’t worry, working
class, you’ll be held harmless.’’

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, is that our
Tax Code needs to have a super-
majority to control the abuses of the
majority. That is what the Constitu-
tion is about, to protect the individual
from the confiscation of their property
by the Congress of the United States.
It should be an extraordinary issue. In
California, where 32 million people live,
the most progressive State of this
Union, we have had for decades the fact
that we have addressed the issue; there
should be a supermajority before gov-
ernment goes in and confiscates pri-
vate property in the form of taxes.

Now, the people in California, Mr.
Speaker, have the right of initiative.
They can sign petitions, get it on the
ballot and force it on the legislature to
give them the protection of a super-
majority when it comes time to con-
fiscate their assets in taxes. The people
of the United States do not have that
right under our Constitution. That re-
sponsibility lies with this body, to ini-
tiate a constitutional amendment to
make sure we do not abuse those ac-
tions like we have in the past. I stand
in favor of the constitutional amend-
ment. I apologize to the taxpayers and
thank the gentleman from Florida for
this action.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. COOK).

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida for yielding
me this time. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the tax limitation
amendment to the Constitution. I wish
to commend the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) for his continuing vigi-
lance on this important amendment.

The need for this amendment is obvi-
ous. Not since World War II has the tax
burden on American workers been so
high. The Federal Government already
has a lot more money than it needs.
Some people in Washington still do not
think that is enough. I am not one of
those people. Americans work hard for
their money and they deserve to keep
more of it.

It comes down to a simple matter of
trust. I trust the American people to
use their money directly, as they see
fit, rather than having a government
making even more of those decisions
for people. Changing the Constitution
to make it more difficult to raise taxes
to fund new spending programs and in-
crease additional pet projects is abso-
lutely necessary and appropriate to
make that more difficult.

Do not fall for the sky-is-falling ar-
guments from some who say this
amendment would tie the hands of gov-
ernment in times of war or economic
downturn. The tax limitation amend-
ment directly accommodates such situ-
ations. Consider the source of those ar-
guments. They are made by the very
same people who through their voting
records show that they think taxes are
actually too low.

Our Nation was founded on the prin-
ciple that ability and hard work should
be rewarded with economic prosperity.
America has moved toward the govern-
ment bearing the fruit of its citizens’
efforts, and I think we need to reverse
that course. Let us pass the tax limita-
tion amendment.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 37, the tax limitation amend-
ment. It is April 15 again and many
Americans are scrambling to finish
preparing their tax returns. The mul-
tiple, confusing and ultimately costly
forms remind us of one thing. We are
taxed too much, not too little. The av-
erage American today pays over 20 per-
cent of his or her income just in Fed-
eral taxes. That is up from 5 percent in
1934 and is the highest since World War
II.

We now have surpluses as far as the
eye can see, hundreds of billions of dol-
lars each year. One would think that
tax cuts would top the President’s
agenda. But this year he has proposed
more than $100 billion in new taxes and
fees to fund new government spending.
I guess old habits die hard.
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Mr. Speaker, the President’s pro-

posed tax increases in an era of budget
surplus merely emphasize that we need
to limit the government’s ability to
tax its citizens. The tax limitation
amendment does this. It would require
a two-thirds supermajority vote in
both houses of Congress to raise or cre-
ate new taxes.

That tax money is our money and we
should make it harder for the govern-
ment to take it. We pay taxes today
with the knowledge that we must still
work for another month before reach-
ing Tax Freedom Day. Last year, Tax
Freedom Day in Illinois was May 13,
the seventh latest in the country. That
means that most Illinoisans had to
work almost half the year to pay their
Federal, State and local taxes. We are
taxed too much, not too little.

Mr. Speaker, now is the time for the
tax limitation amendment. I urge all
my colleagues to do the right thing
this afternoon and vote to give Con-
gress the means to restore the fiscal
discipline that has for so long been
missing.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SCARBOROUGH) for his leadership and
that of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON) on this issue.

I know we are fortunate to be going
through very good times right now, but
when I listen to my neighbors and the
families that I represent, we have an
awful lot of families that are strug-
gling to make ends meet each month.
School, clothes, the cost of medicine,
car insurance, college is all so expen-
sive, we have so many families, both
parents working as hard as they can,
working harder than they ever have be-
fore, keeping less than they ever have
before and really living paycheck to
paycheck.

All it takes is one of your kids gets
sick and that cost is expensive, then
one of your family members passes
away unexpectedly, you have got to
figure out a way to travel there. I can
guarantee you, just when you think
things could not get worse financially,
your car will break down. There must
be a Federal law that requires that to
happen. But it always seems like those
things occur. The worst feeling in the
world, whether you are a student or a
parent or a senior, is to lie awake at
night, it is a sick feeling to lie awake
at night thinking ‘‘How in heaven’s
name am I going to make it through
this time?’’

The opponents of this bill say,
‘‘Look, if you will send us more of your
paycheck, just send us more of your
money, and then you can go down to a
government office and maybe stand in
line and fill out these forms. In a
month or so come back and we’ll let
you know if you are eligible so we can
help you.’’ Our belief is just the oppo-
site. We want you to keep more of what
you earn. We think it ought to be a lit-

tle easier to make ends meet each
month. We think you can make better
decisions. It is your money, after all.

This constitutional amendment ties
the hands of Washington so we can
untie the hands of our families and our
working families. I think Ronald
Reagan said it best. It is time someone
stood up to those in Washington who
say, ‘‘Look, here are the keys to the
Treasury, spend all you want of the
hard-earned tax dollars. It is not yours,
anyway.’’ This amendment stands up
for families and taxpayers, and I sup-
port it.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 7 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve it was old Ben Franklin who said,
‘‘In this world nothing is as certain as
death and taxes.’’ He could have well
added, in the present era in our coun-
try’s life, a third, which is the deter-
mination, come April 15, of the Repub-
lican Party to resurrect dead issues.
We go along in this Congress for
months upon months on end and little
or nothing happens. Certainly little or
nothing happens about simplifying the
Tax Code, about having genuine re-
form.

But somewhere, I guess around April
Fool’s Day each year, the Republican
leadership here in the House, they
scratch their head and they ponder
what simplistic approach to come out
with that is already dead, that will not
pass, but that will give the American
people the appearance that someone is
on their side on the tax issue? And so
some years it is abolish the Internal
Revenue Service while not replacing it
with anything; other years like this it
is hike up the amount of votes it will
take to approve a tax change.

In the meantime, the hardworking
American taxpayer who is out there,
who would like to see a system in place
for the collection of the taxes that are
necessary to be the strongest and
greatest Nation in the world, is out
there wondering why the Congress does
not get to work with real tax reform,
with tax simplification, with meaning-
ful changes that would make a dif-
ference in what we all do here come
April 15 in paying our taxes. What they
are getting instead is most days, most
weeks, most months this Congress
doing little or nothing about tax
issues, until April 15 comes along and
they resurrect one of these old dead
ideas that they know is going nowhere,
in order to give the appearance that
they are on the side of the American
taxpayer.

Let me assume for just a minute that
we work to put this sorry idea into the
United States Constitution, and I have
to pause just a minute there. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
has so ably pointed this out already. It
points to one of the other really
strange contradictions of this place.
When these Republicans came blazing
in here with Newt Gingrich back in
1995, they professed to be great con-
servatives.

Well, it is strange what labels they
put on themselves, because when you
come to the United States Constitu-
tion, they are about the most
ultraliberal group I have ever come
across in my life. They view the United
States Constitution a little like the
D.C. municipal traffic code. They have
got an idea out here to amend it, to
edit it, to change it, to alter it, as if
our Founding Fathers had little or no
sense about the future good of this
country.

You can mark your calendar now.
Come next April 14 or 15, they will be
back here with some other idea to
wreck the Constitution by putting in
unworkable provisions, knowing that
they are dead, that they are not going
to be approved in the Congress, but
that they have some good political
cover that they offer in presenting
such a proposed edit of the United
States Constitution.

But let us assume for a moment that
we were to adopt this provision. What
would the effect be? Well, I think that
it would be a great boon for Wash-
ington insiders and Washington lobby-
ists in doing things the way they have
always been done here. Because if you
can get a special provision of the type
that American citizens are so outraged
about Washington, a special pref-
erence, a special advantage, a special
tax loophole written into the Tax Code
here in Washington by your lobbyist,
so that the people across America that
do not have a lobbyist up here, they
have to pay a little more taxes so that
someone who has got a lobbyist and a
fleet of limousines here in Washington
can pay a little less, guess what kind of
vote it is going to take to eliminate
and reform that system if we are ever
going to change it?

It is not going to take the same sim-
ple majority that got the provision
stuck in there to advantage some spe-
cial interest group. It is going to take,
not 51 percent, it is going to take two-
thirds to eliminate that special inter-
est provision. That is why I call this
amendment, as it is offered by its name
in fact, by its true name, which is the
‘‘Tax Loophole Preservation’’ amend-
ment. That is what it is all about.

And some of our colleagues in the Re-
publican leadership, I mean, to borrow
from Will Rogers, they have never met
a tax loophole they did not like. They
think if you get a tax loophole into
this Constitution, it is good. If the
President comes along and he proposes
to eliminate some tax loophole, ‘‘Oh,
my gosh, that’s a revenue raiser.’’

It may be a revenue raiser that facili-
tates our ability to provide prescrip-
tion drugs to our senior citizens that
are overburdened with prescription
drug costs. It may be a tax loophole
that closing it will allow us to provide
some assistance to working families
who may need a child care tax credit.
But they see it as a revenue raiser and
therefore, by its very nature, a very
bad and evil thing that ought to have
not half of this Congress plus one but
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two-thirds of the Congress required to
eliminate it.

If they pass this amendment, what
they will be doing is freezing into the
Tax Code all of the various special pro-
visions, advantages, preferences, loop-
holes that are already there, that
America has been complaining about
and asking this Congress to do some-
thing about from time on end.

b 1315
What is an example of this kind of

provision put in place by this very
House? It would have become law had
not it been brought to public attention.
Mr. Speaker, it is one I think this body
is very familiar with, though it cer-
tainly was not one of its prouder mo-
ments.

As my colleagues know, many of us
are concerned with the problems of nic-
otine addiction, one of the most serious
drug problems we face in this country.
There has been great public interest in
having some legislation to prevent
youth smoking. What proposal did this
Republican leadership offer as a solu-
tion? A $50 billion tax credit for the to-
bacco industry snuck into a bill under
a title for small business tax relief, and
they actually passed that through this
House. Fortunately some reporters
found out about it being hidden around
page 317 of the bill, and we were able to
eliminate it.

But it is that kind of provision that,
if snuck into the Tax Code, we will not
be able to eliminate it except by a two-
thirds vote. That would be a serious
mistake for all of us who recognize the
need for tax simplification, tax reform
and true assistance to working Ameri-
cans.

Do not approve an amendment that
tinkers with our Constitution but
would actually set back the reform
movement once we get a Congress in
place that genuinely wants tax reform
and expresses some concern about it on
more than one day of the year.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 45 seconds just to say
again any change in the Tax Code re-
garding these loopholes that they are
so concerned about, and they should be
concerned about the loopholes because
they perfected them over 40 years while
they were in the majority before the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT)
was elected in 1994; all we need is a
simple majority.

I will once again say perhaps this is
in my colleague’s eyes a dead issue.
Perhaps it has come up before. But as
my colleagues know, welfare reform
was killed three times by the left be-
fore we passed it, and, of course, the
balanced budget. The President and
many on the left said a balanced budg-
et in 1995 would destroy the economy.
Well, we have done it in 4 years instead
of 7.

Likewise, hope springs eternal. We do
not want this to come up again next
year. We believe it should be done this
year, and with the help of many on the
left who are now born again tax re-
formers, maybe it will.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and I say to my friend
from Texas that we have been pushing
for tax relief across the board. We have
been pushing to scrap the entire Inter-
nal Revenue Code which would elimi-
nate the vast majority, if not all of the
so-called loopholes he refers to which
were created overwhelmingly during
his party’s majority rule in this House
for more than four decades. I would say
to the gentleman that we simply want
to correct this problem, and obfusca-
tion about it is not the way to cure it.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle for
sponsoring this important legislation
which I rise today to strongly support.

Mr. Speaker, in 1913 taxpayers remit-
ted an average of about 8 percent of
their total income in Federal, State
and local taxes. Today’s average family
is paying almost 40 percent of their in-
come on taxes. That amounts to more
than the typical family spends on food,
clothing and housing combined. Not
since World War II has the tax burden
on American workers been so high.

Mr. Speaker, even with the federal
budget surplus projected at $4.9 trillion
over the next 15 years, many in Con-
gress and the administration are call-
ing for even higher taxes on American
families. Mr. Speaker, this is exactly
why we need a tax limitation amend-
ment. This is the surest way to keep
the hard-earned money of American
families out of the hands of the Wash-
ington politicians who want to raise
their taxes and spend their money and
keep it in the hands of those who know
best how it should be spent, the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT).

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
reassure my colleagues that a lot of
progress is being made on tax reform,
and in case my colleagues have not had
a chance to keep up this week, we have
passed a budget that protects Social
Security and Medicare better than the
President, continues funding for edu-
cation programs and promises to re-
turn over $800 billion of hard-earned
dollars to the American taxpayers. So
we are making a lot of progress, and
there will be real tax reform.

The question is when today when I
leave this meeting to introduce one tax
reform proposal, and my colleagues
will see several from the leadership
over the next couple of weeks, will our
colleagues join in the debate to truly
reform this Tax Code? We will have to
wait and see. But in the meantime, Mr.
Speaker, all of us need to recognize
that history has confirmed, and all of
us know it, that the temptation to
spend money in this Congress is too
great for this body to resist.

We know that over the last 86 years
this government has asked the Amer-

ican people to sacrifice their income
and their prosperity to make govern-
ment more prosperous. Today all we
are doing is asking the government to
sacrifice its income to make the Amer-
ican people more prosperous. We have
got to make it harder for Congress to
spend the money, the hard-earned
money, of the American taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, there are so many good
things to do that come up every day
that we want to help with, good causes
that sound so good when they are pre-
sented. But every little good thing that
we try to do, in spite of evidence over
the years that we cannot do it nearly
as well as individuals and commu-
nities, every time we spend money, we
take that money out of the pockets of
the American taxpayers. We have got
to make it harder to spend money. We
have got to stop making it harder for
Americans to live their lives the way
they want, to keep what they earn, to
spend it and make decisions in their
own lives.

Mr. Speaker, all this amendment will
do will make it a little harder for this
Congress to spend the money of the
American people. It does not cut one
program, it does not give one penny to
the rich, it takes nothing away. All it
does is force us to make it a little
harder to spend the hard-earned money
of the American people.

I support the amendment, and I hope
all of my colleagues will join me.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
North Carolina for yielding this time
to me.

The previous speaker made an elo-
quent plea on behalf of the American
people, and I wish today, on April 15, a
day of course that many of our con-
stituents are making their way to the
post office or finding other ways to
send in their taxes, that we were truly
deliberating on, I think, real issues
about both the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice and taxes.

One, I think it is important to note
and it is important for America to
know that this resolution that is on
the floor today would damage, inter-
fere with and maybe keep this body
from seriously looking at a real review
of the Tax Code to avoid some of those
loopholes of which enormous sums of
money pass the hands of those who
really need it and go into the wealthy.
At the same time I wish the American
constituency would realize that in our
attempt to save and preserve Social
Security and Medicare some amount
more than de minimis might come
about in terms of a tax increase, and
this resolution will put a dagger in the
heart of saving Social Security and
saving Medicare.
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I believe the weight of that would be,

in fact, more burdensome to our con-
stituents, the demise of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, than we could ever
imagine by bringing into the forefront
a two-thirds supermajority under this
resolution to allegedly stop tax in-
creases.

Mr. Speaker, this is again, as I have
previously noted, a feel-good piece of
legislation. It was fundamentally
wrong in the time when the 13 colonies
were there under the Articles of Con-
federation in the 1780’s when they
wanted nine of the colonies to vote on
something. The government did not
work then, and our Founding Fathers
in their wisdom designed the Constitu-
tion and the House of Representatives
and the U.S. Senate on many of these
issues on a simple majority. But yet
today we want to put a knife in the
Constitution, a dagger in some of the
major programs that this country has
come to appreciate, the preservation of
their national archives and monuments
and parks; as I said, education, build-
ing new schools, insuring a secure and
a, if my colleagues will, strong mili-
tary, dealing with the terrible humani-
tarian crisis in Kosovar, requiring ap-
propriations. And yet what we are say-
ing is that we want to deny this House
of Representatives to do what it should
or do what it does best, to deliberate
on behalf of the American people in a
representative manner with the right
to deliberate and debate with a simple
majority under the Constitution.

I finally say, Mr. Speaker, it seems
to me a tragedy when we have proce-
dures in this House and we do not fol-
low them. This legislation did not go to
the Committee on the Judiciary, and I
think this legislation should go no-
where, and we should vote on behalf of
the American people and defeat this
legislation.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA).

(Mr. FOSSELLA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, I also
like to compliment and thank the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) for
yielding me this time and also on his
hard and, I think, great efforts to get
this tax limitation amendment passed.

I just want to say a couple of things.
One is on substance, and one is on proc-
ess.

On the substance of the matter, I
think this is a great debate. For those
who believe that the American people
are overtaxed, they have an oppor-
tunity to stand up for the American
people, the American taxpayer, and
they can vote ‘‘yes’’ on this tax limita-
tion amendment which would simply
make it more difficult for the Congress
to raise taxes like so many States
across this country.

With respect to process, colleagues
can be consistent to vote for the tax
limitation amendment, and, if they so
desire, when the vote comes to raise

taxes, they can vote for the tax in-
crease as well. So colleagues can have
it both ways. They can say, ‘‘You know
what? We ought to make it more dif-
ficult for the Members of Congress to
raise taxes on the American people, but
I also want to have the flexibility that
when a tax increase bill comes to the
floor, I can vote for it.’’ And if they get
150, those who want to see and do not
believe the American people overtaxed,
if they get about 150 Members under
this legislation who believe the Amer-
ican people deserve higher taxes, then
do my colleagues know what? They can
rally, and they can get 150 Members, or
160, 170, whatever that is, and they can
raise taxes.

So my colleagues can have it both
ways if they are on the fence, and if 40
Members of this body who did not vote
for this last year vote today, guess
what? We will make it more difficult,
something the American people expect
and deserve, the Congress to raise
taxes.

If my colleagues do not believe that
the American people are overtaxed, if
they do not want to make it more dif-
ficult for the Congress to raise taxes,
then they should oppose this legisla-
tion, and they should go back home
and explain to the people they rep-
resent: ‘‘You know what? We want to
have as much flexibility as possible to
raise money.’’

On Tax Day, when so many people
that I represent in Brooklyn and Stat-
en Island are writing checks to the
Federal Government after working
hard all year? I do not think so.

Mr. Speaker, I urge strong support
for the resolution.
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Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. WATT) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this resolution that is on the floor now.
Here we are once again. Americans are
participating in the annual rite of
spring; of course, that is tax day, April
15. If one thinks it is a painful day for
them, think of my family. It is my hus-
band’s birthday and he has to spend
this day doing the painful task of pay-
ing taxes.

We all can take legitimate pride in
the democratic pageantry of voluntary
compliance. Tax compliance, like voter
turnout, is a sensitive measure of civic
health and it is based on an American
sense of fairness. That is the main rea-
son I oppose this resolution, which has
become part of the rite of spring, an at-
tempt largely on the part of our Repub-
lican colleagues to grandstand the tax
issue.

Certainly we would all love to live in
a world where we did not have to have
any responsibility and pay any taxes,
but that is not the world that we live
in. Certainly we want our people to pay
the least amount of tax that should be

required of them, but it has to be based
on tax fairness.

It is so ironic that just yesterday the
House Republicans ran through a $1.74
trillion budget resolution for fiscal
year 2000 that was absurdly fixated on
huge tax cuts for the rich, does abso-
lutely nothing to extend the solvency
of Medicare, and assumes deep cuts in
key domestic programs.

Today the GAO reports that a major-
ity of the largest international cor-
porations doing business in the United
States continue to pay no Federal in-
come tax, and today, with this resolu-
tion, our Republican colleagues want
to make sure that that does not change
and to make sure that it is more dif-
ficult to close any tax loopholes.

Our Founding Fathers considered
this, as has been mentioned by my col-
leagues. They considered and rejected
this supermajority, this two-thirds re-
quirement, because of the majority
rule that they were wedded to and
which has served our country so well.

Sometimes I think that the attempts
of my colleagues to protect the assets
of the very wealthy in our country are
subscribing to the Leona Helmsley
quote, ‘‘Taxes are for little people.’’
Well, I want to spend a moment talk-
ing about the real little people of
America.

The real little people of America are
children, the very destiny of our civili-
zation, who continue to suffer the in-
sult and injury of Republican budgets.
The latest Republican budget, to take
the most egregious example, has privi-
leged tax relief for the prosperous over
Head Start funding for children.

Is it fair to deny a child a proper
start in life? Will that child grow up to
comply voluntarily with this Tax Code,
if that is our issue? Crucial to Amer-
ica’s children is the economic security
of their families. That includes the
pension security of their grandparents,
and that means a living wage for all
working adults, and saving Social Se-
curity, which the Democratic budget
did a better job at, in addition to ex-
tending Medicare.

In addition to that, access to quality
health care and high-quality education
to large segments of the American pop-
ulation are values that the American
people have. Our budget, how we take
in revenue, how we spend it, should be
a statement of our values. It should be
based on fairness and it should prepare
us for the future.

I think the budget yesterday and this
resolution today do neither, and that is
why I urge my colleagues to vote no.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS),
a cosponsor of the amendment.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), happy birthday to
her husband who is working all day
today for the Federal Government, be-
cause he will continue to work all the
way until the end of May to pay for all
of his taxes that he has to pay.
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Ms. PELOSI. At least.
Mr. STEARNS. At least. So I think

that this is a fair example of why we
need to have this tax limitation
amendment.

Benjamin Franklin did say, as the
gentleman from Texas said, that in the
end it is all death and taxes; but the
problem is, he goes on to say that this
is a dead idea. Arizona, Arkansas, Cali-
fornia, Colorado, they have passed this;
Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, Missouri, Montana, Nevada,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota and
Washington. So these are States that
believe in this concept, and I think it is
a time that has come to this House,
just like the balanced budget amend-
ment and like welfare reform.

I remember this side of the aisle say-
ing, oh, no, we cannot have welfare re-
form. We cannot have immigration re-
form. We cannot have balanced budget
reform.

When we look at our Constitution,
we have had lots of amendments to try
and improve it. In this case, a simple
two-thirds vote by both the House and
Senate for taxes is extremely impor-
tant, because most Americans today
are paying almost 40 percent of their
income for taxes. In 1941, Federal taxes
were 6.7 percent of the gross domestic
product. During the 1960s, Federal
taxes approached as much as 20 per-
cent.

So we need to set in place a system
that we cannot have taxes without a
supermajority, and of course, in the
Constitution we had this supermajority
standard for amending the Constitu-
tion, impeaching the President, ratify-
ing international treaties. So why not
have the same standard when deciding
to take money, literally money, from
the American people out of their pock-
ets? So I think a supermajority is very
necessary.

Although the economy is in good
shape right now, taxes are still the
highest they have been since World
War II.

When I hear this side say that this
vote is going to allow tax loops for the
wealthy or this bill provides special
provision for people, I do not know
what they are talking about because
basically whenever they start talking
about tax cuts for the rich they are
talking about increasing big govern-
ment. It is just a cover for it.

So all this amendment basically does
is say, let us try to limit this Federal
Government from taking more money
out of our pockets. Let us have a super-
majority to do so. I hope all of my col-
leagues will support it.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
it is my distinct privilege and high
honor to yield 23⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the
majority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives, who represents the 26th
District of Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON) for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I do not suppose it will
come as any big surprise to the Amer-

ican people that whenever they turn
their eyes towards Washington, they
will always find that in this town there
is always a certain class of people that
have this compelling need to raise
their taxes and take more of their
money.

We have watched this debate today.
We have seen a provision brought be-
fore this body by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON) that says that
class of people ought to be restrained,
restrained by the simple requirement
that it takes a two-thirds majority to
raise the taxes.

It seems fairly obvious that almost
every person that has risen to speak on
behalf of that restraint has come from
this side of the aisle and virtually ev-
erybody who has spoken opposing that
restraint has come from that side of
the aisle. So it seems fairly obvious to
me, I would say to Mr. and Mrs. Amer-
ica, when they turn their eyes towards
Washington and they want to know
who is it in this town that insists on
having an easier time taking their
money, look to the Democratic side of
the aisle. They are the ones making
the argument.

Democrats, for years, when we had
budget deficits, said, well, the solution
is raise taxes. Today we have budget
surpluses; the solution is, raise taxes.
Yes, President Clinton and Vice Presi-
dent Gore, in this surplus budget, pro-
pose over 80 different tax increases re-
sulting in $52 billion worth of tax in-
creases.

Now, when we Republicans say, let us
cut taxes, their counter is, oh, yes, the
Republicans want to give a tax break
to their rich friends. Well, we do not
believe that is true, but I can say what
is true. When the President and the
Vice President raise taxes, they are
raising taxes on whom? The poor.

This chart shows us that clearly. In
this chart here we show that a clear
majority of the taxes go to people that
earn $50,000 a year or less.

So here we have the situation: We
have this great debate going on. We
need to restrain people from raising
taxes and, in particular, in this admin-
istration, from raising taxes on the
poor.

Why do they fight against it? Why do
they avoid this restraint? Well, Mr.
Speaker, I have to say I have studied
these things for a lot of years and I can
say I have identified three groups of
people that have the privilege of tak-
ing and spending other people’s money.
They are children, thieves and politi-
cians, and they all need more adult su-
pervision. That is precisely what the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) of-
fers, more adult supervision.

I would say to Mr. and Mrs. America,
if we have a two-thirds majority re-
quirement to raise their taxes, do they
believe there will be sufficient enough
adult supervision to protect them from
those who would practice the politics
of greed with their money and wrap it
in the language of love?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute to re-

spond to the majority leader, although
I am tempted not even to flatter it.

Mr. Speaker, this is a debate about
amending the Constitution. We can
pretend that it is a debate about
whether we raise taxes or not, but I
want to remind all my colleagues that
the Republicans have been in control of
this Congress for the last 4 years. They
cannot get a majority to cut taxes,
much less a two-thirds majority to do
anything. So we can come to the floor
of the House and harangue the Presi-
dent for doing this or doing that all we
want, but remember, both the United
States House and the United States
Senate are controlled by a majority of
the Republicans, and if they want to do
something constructive about it, then
do it. Do not come down and go
through a political charade on tax day.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BLILEY), the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Commerce, who represents with dis-
tinction the Seventh District of Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of amending the Con-
stitution to require a super two-thirds
majority of both Houses of Congress to
increase Federal taxes.

I want to applaud the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Energy and
Power of the Committee on Commerce,
for bringing this measure to the floor
on this day, the day when most Ameri-
cans are painfully aware of how expen-
sive government is.

Today we will pay more in taxes than
at any time since 1944, when we were in
the middle of the great World War II. It
is too easy to raise people’s taxes. That
should be the last resort and not the
first resort. So I applaud the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), and I
urge all my colleagues to support this
measure and send it on to the States
for ratification.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of
amending the Constitution to require a two-
thirds super-majority of both Houses of Con-
gress to increase Federal taxes.

Today, our nation’s tax policy stands at a
crossroads. We can either continue down the
path preferred by President Clinton and con-
tinue to increase the tax burden on American
families. Or, we can draw a line in the sand
and take steps to make it more difficult to
raise Federal taxes.

By passing the Tax Limitation Amendment,
we have the power to make it more difficult for
the Federal Government to endlessly reach
into Americans’ pockets to fund increased
spending.

The Tax Limitation Amendment will require
Congress to be more fiscally responsible and
think twice before increasing the tax burden.

Mr. Speaker, 14 states have already seen
the wisdom of passing tax limitation protec-
tions, with more states soon to follow. It is
time for the Congress to follow their lead.

The government’s ability to dip into one’s
hard earned paycheck should never be al-
lowed by a mere majority. A two-thirds super
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majority will ensure Congress never raises
taxes to pay for wasteful government spend-
ing.

Americans pay more in taxes than in food,
clothing, and shelter combined. Put simply,
this is a travesty.

By passing the Tax Limitation Amendment,
Congress can send a clear message to the
American people—tax hikes are for emer-
gency situations. Absent war, Congress
should never be able to raise taxes on the
middle class with a mere majority.

I urge my colleagues to support the Tax
Limitation Amendment to help protect Amer-
ican paychecks from future tax increases.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL).

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
am honored to be here today to rise in
support of H.J. Res. 37, the tax limita-
tion amendment. I admire and cer-
tainly appreciate the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON) and my own col-
league over on the Democratic side, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODE),
and others, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SHADEGG), who have worked
so hard on this.

I thank the Speaker for giving us
April 15 to pursue the passage of this
amendment, and that pursuit and that
determination is offset by the gracious-
ness of my colleague, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT), and
his innate fairness to allow me to
speak on his time when he opposes the
amendment. I thank him for that.

I want to be simple and to the point
here if I can. Today is a day that mil-
lions of hardworking Americans have
filed their tax returns with the Federal
Government. It is a tough day for a lot
of people. It is also a day that most
have come to dread because they feel
that the government continues to take
their taxes. We have created a situa-
tion in which many Americans do not
feel that their government responds to
their needs, taxes them excessively,
continuing to spend without regard.
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I hope today is the day we can return
some of the confidence in the govern-
ment to the people. The tax limitation
amendment will return confidence by
promising that the Congress will no
longer raise their taxes without careful
consideration and a two-thirds vote in
support.

This would have precluded the pas-
sage of a lot of bad so-called tax reform
acts. There would have to be a strong
consensus among members of both par-
ties, not just one side, to raise taxes,
making sure it would be a necessity.

This is a simple, straightforward
proposition that a number of States
have already adopted and a number of
others are expected to consider this
year, including my home State of
Texas. In States that require a two-
thirds vote to increase tax rates,
growth in both spending and taxing is

lower than in States without it. This
simple fact is proof that the intent of
this legislation can and will accom-
plish its goal if we just pass it today.

The amendment would require a two-
thirds supermajority vote in both
chambers of Congress to pass any legis-
lation that raises taxes by more than a
minimal amount. This resolution
would cover income taxes, estate and
gift taxes, payroll taxes, excise taxes.
It would not cover tariffs, user fees,
voluntary premiums, and other items
which are not part of the Internal Rev-
enue laws.

The two-thirds standard is reserved
for the most important decisions, in-
cluding amending the Constitution,
ratifying international treaties, im-
peaching the President, and on and on.
It is time we elevate raising taxes on
the American people to this same high
standard that it takes to carry out any
of these other obligations.

I have worked hard to push for a
balanced budget amendment and con-
trol spending and taxing while in Con-
gress. The tax limitation amendment
makes good sense by restoring dis-
cipline to our system, which has spun
out of control.

Today, April 15, we can tell our con-
stituents we will no longer slip tax in-
creases through by slim margins, and
commit ourselves to a direct yes or no
when their pocketbooks are at stake.

I am proud to join the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. VIRGIL GOODE) as
the lead Democrat on this bill. I urge
my colleagues to join me in voting to
pass the tax limitation amendment.

In summation, if we ever have a
balanced budget amendment, we need
this amendment to stand side by side.
Otherwise, a future Congress could
balance the budget by simply raising
our taxes with a slim majority vote.
That should not be.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HALL of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I want to commend the gentleman
from Texas for his leadership. He has
been an original leader of this since
1995. His job is more difficult because,
while the Republican leadership sup-
ports this amendment, the Democratic
leadership does not, so I want to appre-
ciate how hard he has worked on it and
how successful he has been in getting
support on the Democratic side.

Mr. HALL of Texas. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas, and I thank the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) for his graciousness in giving
me this time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from the great State of
Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY), who has been
very patient.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, once again Congress
finds itself in the midst of one of the
most important debates that we have

of our generation, this tax limitation
amendment.

As I listen to the debate, it seems
there are some in this body who feel
that everything that the working peo-
ple of America earn belongs to the gov-
ernment, and if they are good, we will
give them back a little of it. We will
let them keep a little of it.

There are others of us that seem to
feel that a person is entitled to the
fruits of their labor, and it ought to be
very difficult to take it away. In fact,
one of the previous speakers said that
we do not want to limit this body from
doing what it does best, and they are
right, probably. What we do best is tax
people. What we want to do, on this
side, at least, and some on that side, is
to stop doing what we do best in taxing
people.

We must ask ourselves, what kind of
life are we going to leave to our grand-
children? What will our children point
to and say, this was our legacy? There
are few votes we will make in Congress
that could have such a profound effect
on our grandchildren. We will balance
the budget this year, we will probably
cut taxes over the next several years,
but nothing that we do will prevent fu-
ture Congresses from easily undoing
that hard work.

This vote today is about being right
and being responsible. It is about leav-
ing a better life for our children. It is
about making it more difficult to force
my children and grandchildren to be
faced with even higher taxes than the
record taxes we are now forced to pay.
They should be able to keep more of
the money that they earn.

Unlike some individuals here in our
Nation’s Capitol, I trust that the
American people can decide for them-
selves better how to spend their own
money, and think giving too much of it
to the Federal Government is creating
enormous difficulty for families all
across America.

The average working person today
spends over 40 cents of every dollar
they earn in taxes and government
fees, if we can figure all of that, almost
half. Mr. Speaker, I urge a vote for our
children and grandchildren and all
Americans, and support for this amend-
ment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield 21⁄2 minutes
to the gentleman from the great State
of Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding time to me.

During the 1970s, I think there was a
trashy novel that was quite popular. I
think the title was, Fear of Flying. I
have thought about it often as I listen
to debate about this, because it seems
to me another novel could be written
by my friends on the Democratic side
of the aisle called Fear of Freedom,
something like that, because it really
does characterize what I hear from ev-
eryone who stands up at this micro-
phone and talks about what would hap-
pen, what a catastrophe would befall
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us, if in fact we were to reduce our
ability to tax the people and give them
greater freedom.

That is the peculiar nature of this de-
bate, because that is truly what we are
arguing here, whether or not we are on
the side of greater individual freedom,
we believe that people should have
more of an opportunity to keep the
money that they earn, or if we believe
the government should have the ability
to tax it away from them, and in a way
that makes it extremely easy, and as
we can see over the last 40 or 50 years,
that all kinds of bad things have hap-
pened in that process.

The tax loopholes that my friends on
the left talk about, where did they
come from? When my friends from the
Democratic side come up and talk
about tax loopholes being a problem, it
does remind me a little bit of the child
that kills his parents and then throws
himself on the mercy of the court be-
cause he is an orphan.

The fact is, of course, these are the
problems that were brought to us over
40 years of Democratic rule in this
body, and on the Senate side.

In Colorado we had a similar debate.
The same exact kind of thing happened
when we started talking about an at-
tempt by an actual citizen of the State,
he kept putting an initiative on the
ballot called the tax limitation, and it
is now referred to in Colorado as the
Taber amendment.

A gentleman by the name of Douglas
Bruce four or five times with his own
money put it in at his own initiative.
It finally passed. Every time it was de-
bated, exactly the same sort of senti-
ments were expressed by the people on
the other side.

What it said is no tax at the State or
local level can be increased without a
majority vote of the people, which is
much more severe, by the way, cer-
tainly than a majority or two-thirds
vote of the legislature. We are talking
about a majority of hundreds of thou-
sands of people who have to vote on
every tax increase. Exactly the same
thing was stated, that it would be the
end of the world as we know it. Mr.
Speaker, it is exactly the same thing
that they proposed, that in fact blood
would run in the streets, it would be
the end of civilization, everything
would collapse.

But in fact do Members know what
has happened? We passed this in 1992.
We have never had a more robust econ-
omy in the State of Colorado. Jobs in-
creased by the thousands, by the tens
of thousands. It has never ever had the
kind of dismal effect that was pro-
jected. Why? Because people kept more
of their own money and invested it and
created jobs. That is exactly what hap-
pens when we give people control over
their own dollars.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODE).

(Mr. GOODE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Speaker, first I
want to commend the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HALL) for their leader-
ship on this most important issue. I
also want to thank the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) for yielding
a part of his time.

Mr. Speaker, at this time when such
a large portion of our income goes to
taxes, I firmly believe that we should
have no new national tax increases un-
less there is a consensus in this body
and a consensus in the country.

I was not here in 1993 when we had a
very divisive tax hike in this body and
in the country, but if we had had the
tax limitation amendment, we would
not have had a number of recent tax in-
creases over the last decade.

A vote for the TLA is a vote for con-
sensus, a vote for the tax limitation
amendment is a vote for bipartisan-
ship, because rarely in the history of
this body or in the history of the U.S.
Senate have there been two-thirds of
one party in control.

With the TLA, we would have to have
a two-thirds vote in both bodies before
any tax increase would take effect.
That would demand consensus and bi-
partisanship. I believe the families and
businesses in this country support con-
sensus and bipartisanship. I firmly be-
lieve if we submit this amendment to
the States, that it would be quickly
adopted and ratified by three-fourths.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS).

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON) for yielding time to me, and al-
lowing me an opportunity to stand up
once again and to talk about why we
need this important balanced budget
limitation amendment.

Last year we received 238 votes on
the Floor of the House of Representa-
tives. I believe that the importance of
this vote means that we are talking
about the future of our country. I
think what we are talking about is ac-
countability. I believe what we are
talking about is responsibility.

Just a few short years ago it was Re-
publicans who made the case, as we ar-
gued all across this country, that mil-
lions, billions, and trillions, which is
the amount of money that Congress
deals with, was unwisely managed by
the 40 years of Democrat control. We
argued that we as conservatives and
Republicans would respect the people
who earned this money, for in the Fifth
District of Texas, people deal with
thousands of dollars and hundreds of
dollars, not millions, billions, and tril-
lions, so they were looking for someone
to come to Congress who would under-
stand that difference.

I believe that is what I have done. I
have brought to Washington, D.C. the
same kind of responsibility and ac-
countability that my colleagues have
brought. Why does this matter? This
matters because we have been able to
control the spending that takes place
here in Washington.

Today we are talking about how we
are going to control the tax scene. We
both understand, all on this side under-
stand, that the liberals in this country
are all about tax and spend, tax and
spend. Today accountability and re-
sponsibility will have another ring to
it. When we talk about limiting taxes
because of a supermajority, we are
talking about helping once again inter-
est rates in this country to go down
even further.

If we will guarantee that we will not
raise taxes, I think we would see an-
other reduction in interest rates, inter-
est rates that rob each and every cit-
izen in this country of the money they
earn, also.

Millions, billions, and trillions are
not always easy to understand. I want
to say for the American public, to put
it into context for them today, put into
other words, 1 million seconds equals 11
days, 1 billion seconds equals 32 years,
and 1 trillion seconds equals 3,200
years. We do not confuse million, bil-
lion, and trillion on this side.

The other side talks about tax and
spend. I believe they do not understand
where it comes from. We are going to
ensure that we limit this taxing and
spending. We are going to assure that
we talk about accountability and re-
sponsibility, and it is the Republican
Party that is standing up today, and
conservatives across this country, who
recognize that today, April 15, is the
day the truth should be told once
again. I support this bill.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
NEAL).

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
North Carolina for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, if the famous TV char-
acter George Costanza were watching
this show today, he would say simply,
‘‘This was a show about nothing.’’
Nothing. It was a show about nothing
when the other side demanded the line
item veto to cut the budget be applied,
and then screamed when the President
used it, and they were relieved when
the courts rejected it.

It was a show about nothing when
the other side demanded a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et as the only way to solve our deficit
problems. When it turned out that the
real way to do it was the way the Con-
stitution intended, all they had to do
was vote for the President’s budget in
1993, or for that matter, vote for
George Bush’s budget in 1991.

It was a show about nothing when
term limits were used as a campaign
device, the problem being that many of
the devotees must have meant that it
should apply to somebody else other
than to them.
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This is the latest show here about

nothing. What they have got going at
this moment is another government-
like gimmick. We will hear today why
this is bad legislation. It certainly un-
dermines majority rule.

It hearkens back to the Articles of
the Confederation which we could not
live under. It is even harsher than
House rules that the other side passed
a few years ago, which they also were
not able to live under. It enshrines cor-
porate tax loopholes which the Treas-
ury Department recently pointed out
are expanding at a tremendous pace.

But what offends me the most about
this is it is inconsistent with our Con-
stitution. The Constitution requires a
two-thirds majority in this House in
only three instances: overriding a
President’s veto, submission of a con-
stitutional amendment to the States,
and expelling a Member from the
House.

This issue at this moment does not
rise to the level of that seriousness. We
should be doing some real work today
on April 15. The other bill on the floor
is a serious bipartisan bill.

Yesterday I introduced a major sim-
plification bill that the Committee on
Ways and Means chairman last year ac-
cepted, at least in part. I would much
rather be talking to my colleagues
today about those issues.

But there is one good thing we can
say about this bill today, this proposal
in front of us. We did not waste any
time having any hearings on it. So I
guess it was not quite that serious. No
one can argue that we wasted too much
time debating it, because it will be
over this afternoon.

But more than anything else, this
constitutional amendment we have be-
fore us is a gimmick. The three items
I cited earlier are very clear. Let us
end this notion of having government
by gimmick and get on with the real
business of this Nation. As George Co-
stanza might say, ‘‘It was a show about
nothing.’’

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 15 seconds.

I want to put into the RECORD at this
point in time a letter from the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, the Exec-
utive Department, signed by the Gov-
ernor of the Commonwealth, Governor
Cellucci. It says, ‘‘On behalf of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, I am
pleased to express my support for the
Tax Limitation Amendment.’’

Mr. Speaker, I include the letter as
follows:

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
Boston, MA, February 4, 1999.

GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: On behalf of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, I am pleased to
express my support for the Tax Limitation
Amendment (TLA).

During the current time of economic pros-
perity, we must wisely prepare for the often
unpredictable tides of our national economy.
The passage of the TLA will safeguard the
needs of our taxpayers and provide protec-

tion against unnecessary future tax in-
creases.

Sincerely,
ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI,

Governor.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the great gentleman from the State of
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion is: Why are we here particularly
today in addition to it being tax day?

When the Republicans took over Con-
gress in January of 1995, the first major
legislative vote for me as a Member of
Congress was the first item of the Con-
tract with America.

A significant number of Members in
the class of 1994 were very concerned
because that balanced budget amend-
ment had this particular clause taken
out. The protection against tax in-
creases, that had been part of our Con-
tract with America. We at that point
in our first legislative vote developed
our reputation as a bunch of trouble-
makers in this House.

As part of that compromise, we were
promised that, on April 15, we would
have the opportunity, thanks to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SHAD-
EGG), who then worked with the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) who
had been a champion of this long before
we got here, who worked out with the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY),
the majority leader, who had always
been a leading tax cutter, that we
would have the opportunity to point
this out to the American people on this
day.

Although I still voted against that
balanced budget amendment for this
reason, a balanced budget will not
work unless we have tax protections,
because if we can increase taxes, we
can balance a budget superficially be-
cause it will look like we are raising
revenue the first year, but in fact it
will continue to contract.

The only way really to save Social
Security in this country, the only way
to really balance the budget in this
country is by cutting taxes because of
economic growth, an increasing pie.
The Reaganomics have been proven to
work once in the 1980s.

This time, by combining a govern-
ment growth less than the combined
rate of inflation and the economic
growth of society, we were able to get
an annual surplus but only because we
had the tax cuts with it that stimu-
lated the growth.

The President can submit a balanced
budget here, as our majority leader
said a little while ago and the other
speakers said, one can present a
balanced budget, all one has to do is
raise taxes.

The fact is this about our President
and, in particular, the Vice President:
Vice President AL GORE did not invent
the Internet. Vice President AL GORE
invented the Internet tax.

That is the approach of this adminis-
tration. Their approach is how to raise

revenues through tax increases or, at
the very least, keep the money here
when the tax cuts generated the addi-
tional revenue.

This Congress is already proving
that, even with the Republican major-
ity, when we see a surplus, we tend to
spend it. We have millions and millions
of dollars being spent every day now
over in the Balkans. We have many de-
mands on us. We cannot in this society
succeed without economic growth.
That means lower taxes and stop any
tax increases.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL).

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas for yielding me
this time.

I would like to start off by saying
that I admire political courage. I have
been fascinated by the Members from
the other side of the aisle who have
been willing, in the light of day and be-
fore the American people, to stand up
and tell us that they do like it to be
easy to raise taxes, and they object to
making it more difficult to raise taxes.
So I admire them for that.

But we must ask, why are taxes high?
Taxes are high because government is
big. We are dealing with only one-half
of the equation. As long as the Amer-
ican people want big government, as
long as they want a welfare state, and
as long as they believe we should police
the world, taxes will remain high.

This is a token effort to move in the
right direction of eliminating taxes.
Big government is financed in three
different ways. First, we borrow
money. Borrowing is legal under the
Constitution, although that was de-
bated at the Constitutional Conven-
tion, and the Jeffersonians lost. Some-
day we should deal with that. We
should not be able to borrow to finance
big government.

Something that we do here in Wash-
ington which is also unconstitutional
is to inflate the currency to pay for
debt. Last year the Federal Reserve
bought Treasury debt to the tune of $43
billion. This helps finance big govern-
ment. This is illegal, unconstitutional,
and is damaging to our economy.

But we are dealing with taxes today.
Taxes today are at the highest peace-
time level ever, going over 21 percent
of the GDP. The problem is that taxes
are too high.

I commend the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON) for bringing this
measure to the floor. I would say this
is a modest approach. Today we can
raise taxes with a 50 percent vote. I and
others would like to make it 100 per-
cent. It would be great if we needed 100
percent of the people to vote to raise
taxes. I see this as a modest com-
promise and one of moderation. So I
would say that I strongly endorse this
move to make it more difficult in a
very modest way.
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Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.

Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute just
for the purpose of asking the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) a ques-
tion.

I take it that the gentleman believes
that government is too big and that is
a function of both what it takes in and
what goes out, what it spends out.

So would it be fair to say that the
gentleman would support a constitu-
tional amendment requiring a two-
thirds vote for expenditures, too?

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, that sounds like a
pretty good idea.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thought that might be the
case.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), one
of the great congressmen from the Pal-
metto State.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak on this.
There has been a lot of humor passed
about between both sides of the aisle.
That is good. We ought to be able to
debate things and have a smile on our
face.

There are a lot of people not smiling
today because they are having to pay
taxes. This is the worst day in the
world to be a Democrat because they
have to come up here and tell every-
body this Tax Code is a little bit off,
and we would fix it if we could get on
with fixing it.

Somebody said, ‘‘This is a show
about nothing.’’ Well, they have got to
remember this: Their show got can-
celled. The tax-and-spend show got
cancelled by the American people. If
they all do not get with the program,
they you are never going to get back
on TV.

People are tired of 1,000 reasons not
to be responsible up here. There will be
10,000 reasons offered today why we
cannot put some discipline in Congress
to tax the American people.

States have done this amendment.
Those States that have passed the tax
limitation amendment requiring a two-
thirds vote have taken less of the peo-
ple’s money. The day we pass this
amendment up here is the day we take
less of the American people’s money.

But there will never be a better issue
to define the parties than this issue.
Four years in a row we have had a vote
on this. Every year, we have got a ma-
jority. But our friends on the left are
never going to let go of the ability to
take one’s money easily until the
American people get more involved in
this debate.

But the day we lose control of this
House, if that ever happens, one thing
is for sure, we will never have this
amendment talked about ever again.
There will never be another proposal as
long as the other side is in charge to
limit the ability of the Federal Govern-
ment to take one’s money in some rea-
sonable way.

That is what this debate is about.
That is what the next century is about.
Every year we need to have this de-
bate. Every year we are going to get
more votes than we did the year before
because they are running out of ex-
cuses of how to grow the government
and explain the Tax Code in some un-
derstandable way.

I regret we are denying the Demo-
cratic Party the ability to fix the Tax
Code for a few hours, but it is great to
have this debate. When this debate is
over, I welcome their efforts to help us
simplify the Tax Code. I am sorry we
took a day out of their efforts to
change the Tax Code.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from North Carolina for
yielding me this time.

It is April 15. In April, the Repub-
lican constitutional amendment of the
month is always the same. Let us try
once again to pass a constitutional
amendment that would require a two-
thirds majority to raise taxes in any
amount. So here we go again. They
have lost before over and over again,
but let us try again.

The previous Speaker said, ‘‘Why are
taxes high?’’ We have got government
that is too big. On the other hand, they
are always tax talking, always talking
about taking the people’s money. Well,
the people’s money goes for defense. It
goes for Social Security. It goes for
health care. It goes for education.

James Madison would be turning
over in his grave today because there
are only three reasons in which the
Constitution requires a supermajority
vote. They are all procedural matters:
the removal of a Member of the House,
the passage of a constitutional amend-
ment, and overriding a presidential
veto.

James Madison realized the impor-
tance of majority rule. What this
amendment attempts to do is empower
one-third of this House plus one to
block measures that would be good for
the American people. It would do so in
perpetuity.

We do not know what this place will
be like or what issues we will have to
deal with 50 years from now. We will
not be here, but other people will, and
they may decide that it is more impor-
tant to improve education or improve
health care and have some increase in
taxes perhaps on the wealthy, and we,
today, the majority would take away
that opportunity.

We look back. Let us look back at
the last few years. Since 1982, there
have been six major deficit reduction
acts that have been enacted, six major
laws since 1982. Five of those six have
included a combination of revenue in-
creases and program cuts, five of the
six. President Reagan signed three of
them. George Bush signed one of them.
President Clinton signed one of them.
They included revenue increases.

Let us take the one that President
Clinton signed in 1993. Not one Repub-

lican in the House or Senate voted for
that. It raised taxes on 1 percent of the
American people. It drove down inter-
est rates. It improved our economy to
an extent that we could then have only
imagined.

In fact, if the President had said in
1993, if the President had said, ‘‘I have
a plan that will lead this country to
greater prosperity than it has ever
been known before, and here is the
package that will do it,’’ no one would
have believed President Clinton in 1993
if he had said what his plan would ac-
complish and has accomplished over
the last 6 years.

We have a level of prosperity that is
unmatched in American history, and it
is due to the fact that we bit the bullet
and made a tough decision then.

Now, what this rule proposes is that
it is okay for this House to have 51 per-
cent vote to go to war, but we need a
two-thirds to close a tax loophole.
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We would need 51 percent to do some-

thing about Social Security and Medi-
care that might involve some increase
in revenues, but we would need two-
thirds to close a tax loophole.

This is a bill, a constitutional
amendment, that basically says we
want to make sure that we can cut
taxes for the wealthy, but we prevent
this Congress from doing anything else
of significance without a two-thirds
majority if it requires some increase in
revenues.

Now, there have been a number of
statements made about the States, but
the States are not responsible for Medi-
care, the States are not responsible for
Social Security, the States are not re-
sponsible for national defense. And if
we go into a recession, the people of
this country will not be looking to the
States to pull us out of it again.

This bill is not needed. It is not need-
ed. We have lived with this arrange-
ment where we have majority rule on
substantive matters for 200 years. The
next 200 years will be better if we have
majority rule on substantive matters
and we do not try to empower a minor-
ity of one-third plus one to make the
decisions in this House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), the newest
Member of the House but one of the
most effective Members.

(Mr. ISAKSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON) for the introduction of this
amendment.

I have listened with interest to the
constitutional references, so I would
make just a few points. It is correct
that there are only three places in the
Constitution where a two-thirds vote is
required, but one of those is to amend
the Constitution.

Our Founding Fathers knew they
could not contemplate everything that
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would happen, but they knew a legisla-
tive body needed to be prepared to deal
with it. That is why they had a con-
stitutional amendment privilege. That
is why we have an income tax today,
because a Congress saw fit to impose
one, not our Founding Fathers, and it
reached a supermajority to do so.

Our Founding Fathers did not con-
template limiting the President of the
United States in his terms of service,
but following the Roosevelt adminis-
tration this Congress and the people
decided a limitation was appropriate.

I would submit to my colleagues that
Madison does not roll over in his grave
nor does Jefferson. In fact, they prob-
ably stand with pride that the docu-
ment they created let us respond, in a
time far different from theirs, to what
is truly in America a very valid ques-
tion, because they did not contemplate
that the citizens of the United States
of America would pay marginal rates
equal to 40.6 percent of their income.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support as a proud cosponsor of
this amendment, and I am proud to
submit for the RECORD a letter from
the great governor of my great State,
Tom Ridge, who like so many other
governors across this country endorses
this amendment.

I find it ironic that some of my
Democratic colleagues find this amend-
ment such a grave assault on the prin-
ciple of majority rule, yet this very
amendment will not succeed unless it
garners a supermajority in this House.

Now, I have heard no opposition to
the constitutional requirement for a
supermajority to amend the Constitu-
tion, nor have I heard any objection to
the supermajorities required by our
Constitution to ratify a treaty or con-
vict on articles of impeachment. It is
clear to me the opponents of this
amendment do not oppose all super-
majority requirements. Rather, they
simply oppose those which get in their
way.

And of what does this amendment get
in the way? It gets in the way of future
easy tax increases. This amendment
merely says it will require a broader
consensus of this Congress before we
take even more money from the Amer-
ican workers than we take already.

There are many issues on which we
require more than a simple majority,
we require a broader consensus than
just 50 percent plus one, and taking
still more of the fruits of American
labor should also require a broader con-
sensus of Congress. I urge my col-
leagues to stand up for the American
taxpayers and support this amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I submit the letter I re-
ferred to earlier for the RECORD:

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Harrisburg, January 15, 1999.
Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: I am very pleased to
add my name to the list of Governors endors-
ing the Tax Limitation Amendments: to the
Constitution to require a supermajority vote
of the Congress to increase all federal taxes.
The TLA will better protect taxpayers and
restrain government spending and taxation.

I have proposed a supermajority require-
ment for the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania. My Taxpayer Protection Amendment
is a guarantee to Pennsylvania families and
employers that their taxes will not increase
absent a broader consensus in the legisla-
ture. We need to make it harder for govern-
ment to take more of the hard-earned dollars
of our citizens.

Sincerely,
TOM RIDGE,

Governor.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
the Arizona (Mr. J.D. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me this time, and I rise in
strong support of this amendment.

It is important for this House to
note, and for those who are citizens of
this constitutional Republic to note,
that what we are talking about today
is other people’s money. The money
spent in our Treasury is not the money
of the government; it belongs to the
people. And yet what we have found
over the years is that it has been easy
time and again for those in this body
to raise taxes.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, I have every
confidence that one of the reasons I am
now here in this Chamber, representing
the good people of the Sixth Congres-
sional District, is that they would not
stand idly by when a previous House
levied on the American people the larg-
est tax increase in the history of the
world, to quote the senior Senator
from New York, who happens to be a
Member of the Democratic party.

So this amendment simply says when
we are going to raise taxes, we will
make it more difficult. We will require
a supermajority. As my colleague from
Pennsylvania noted, it will take a
supermajority to pass this amendment.
And as American taxpayers know, this
is the right thing to do.

I urge passage of the amendment.
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON), a distin-
guished war veteran and member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, when the Democrats con-
trolled Congress during 1982 to 1993,
they voted to increase taxes on hard-
working Americans by $666 billion. The
new revenue was not used to put to-
ward the debt or used to eliminate the
deficit; it was used to increase the size
and scope of government.

History has shown us that every time
Congress increases taxes they also in-

crease spending. This year President
Clinton has proposed to raise taxes by
$174 billion over the next 10 years.

This Tax Limitation Amendment will
provide a safeguard for taxpayers and
force the Congress and the President to
reduce spending and return the surplus
to its rightful owner, the American
taxpayers. Americans are overtaxed
and the government is too big. This
Tax Limitation Amendment will solve
both of these problems.

Mr. Speaker, when the Democrats con-
trolled Congress during 1982 to 1993, they
voted to increase taxes on hard working
Americans by $666 billion. This new revenue
was not put toward the debt or used to elimi-
nate the deficit. Instead, it was used to in-
crease the size and scope of Government.
And history has shown us that every time
Congress increases taxes, they also increase
spending.

This year, President Clinton proposes to
raise taxes by $174 billion over the next 10
years.

What this tax limitation amendment will do is
provide a safeguard for taxpayers and force
Congress and the President to reduce spend-
ing and return the surplus to its rightful
owner—the American taxpayer.

Not only will they get a smaller, more effi-
cient Government, but also protection from
higher taxes.

The President and everybody else who is
against this amendment is simply admitting
they can’t control their spending habit, and
they still want the option of heaping the bur-
den onto the American people.

But, at a time when taxes surpass the
amount that families pay for food, clothing and
shelter combined, something must be done.

Americans are overtaxed and the Govern-
ment is too big. The tax limitation amendment
will solve both of these problems.

It is time for Congress to quit taking money
from the hard working families of America.
They deserve to keep what they earn. The
money is not ours, we did not earn it and we
should not waste it. Help America’s families—
pass this amendment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Kansas, (Mr.
RYUN), the former world record holder
in the mile.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the taxation amend-
ment.

By 1950, Americans worked until April 3rd in
order to pay for the spending of government.

This year, Americans will have to work until
May 11th before they are able to take home
money for their families. Mr. Speaker, that’s
130 days since January 1 of this year. From
New Year’s Day to Mother’s Day, working
families are working for the government, not
themselves.

The average hard working American house-
hold pays nearly $10,000 in federal taxes
alone.

This year, those taxes, paid for by hard
working Americans will amount to nearly 21%
of our gross domestic product.

Mr. Speaker, our taxes are too high.
We have a chance today, the day our taxes

are due, to make a statement to the American
people.

By our vote today, we can tell the American
people that the money they worked so hard to
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earn is theirs, not ours. We can tell them that
they best know how to spend their money, not
us.

Mr. Speaker, we have already spent our
children and grandchildren $5.5 trillion into
debt. We’ve already spent their tax dollars be-
fore they have a chance to earn them. We
must stop this tax and spend mentality that
has dominated the last quarter of a century.

Yesterday we passed a balanced budget to
stop easy spending. Today, we have the op-
portunity to stop the easy tax increase.

By requiring a two-thirds super-majority vote
in both houses of Congress we ensure true
accountability, true consensus, and true bipar-
tisanship on the need for any tax increase.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to vote for the Tax Limi-
tation Amendment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), whose
State is the home of the Master’s Golf
Tournament.

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for bringing this up.

I rise today with our colleagues to
support H.J.Res. 37, the Tax Limitation
Amendment. The resolution asks sim-
ply for a two-thirds supermajority in
both Houses to approve any Federal in-
come tax.

Now, I could not help but observe
what the gentleman from Maine said.
He said James Madison would be roll-
ing over in his grave today because we
might be amending the Constitution. I
can tell my colleague what would cause
James Madison to roll over in his grave
today, and that would be if he had to
file a 1040 form that he could not have
had any idea that we would have ever
gotten to.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
stood up and said this is about nothing.
Well, I beg his pardon, it is about some-
thing. It is about taking the livelihood
away from hard-working Americans.
We do not ask them on a voluntary
basis to please send in some taxes; or
would they not like to help out this
time. We tell them to send in their
taxes to this Congress so that we can
spend it, or we will turn the Justice
Department loose on them and put
them in jail.

Now, that is a very serious thing that
we do to the American people that are
trying to prepare to have their first
home, trying to prepare to send their
children to school or prepare for their
own retirement.

I have a question for those who would
oppose this amendment. Why are they
afraid of the American people and the
States? If we pass this resolution in the
House and Senate, we have not passed
the amendment, we will have only al-
lowed the States and the people to ulti-
mately decide this issue.

Those of my colleagues that would
decry this measure to curtail unneces-
sary future tax increases claim, oh,
this is unfair; that the American peo-
ple do not really want it, that they pre-

fer it remain very easy for Congress to
take their dollars that they work so
hard for. Well, if that is true, what
about the reasoning for objecting to
the resolution? What are my colleagues
afraid of; to give the American people
an opportunity to say no?

It ought to be very hard for us to
take the taxpayers’ hard-earned
money. We do not spend it well, any-
way. The taxpayer cannot keep us from
spending it, so we should at least make
it harder for us to collect it.

Three-quarters of our states would have to
approve the Amendment before it became
law. Are you afraid that in reality, there aren’t
even a dozen states that would agree with
you?

Or maybe you believe the American people
and the states just aren’t knowledgeable
enough to make the right decision—at least,
the right decision according to you, and the in-
side-the-beltway crowd.

My friends, that kind of thinking is why we
went to war with Great Britain to win our inde-
pendence.

This city, this Congress, the President, the
Supreme Court—none of these determine the
Constitution. The people do. We serve them—
they don’t serve us.

They decide the law—and you seek to take
their right to self-government away. If not,
what are you afraid of?

Maybe it’s the fact that the American people
have different ideas about how to run this
country—and where I come from, the people
still rule.

The American public demands account-
ability and fiscal responsibility on the part of its
elected officials when considering tax in-
creases.

For this reason, nearly two dozen states
have either already enacted or are considering
tax limitation protection.

These standards of limitation have resulted
in the slowing down of taxing and spending
growth.

Meanwhile, the job rates in these states
have grown, and their residents have more
money to add to the economy.

The American economy is on a roll, fueled
by hard work, and need not be slowed down
by future tax increases. A supermajority re-
quirement to pass any increase, would vali-
date the fact that two-thirds of residents in
states that have passed such legislation are in
support of doing so.

In furtherance of states’ support for these
measures, the governors of New York, Florida,
Texas, Pennsylvania, New Jersey and nine
other states have given their backing.

I urge my colleagues to listen to the senti-
ments of the American public on tax day 1999.
I understand that amending the constitution is
serious business.

That’s why it is left up to the states, instead
of this body.

Let the states and the people decide. They
rule, not us. Support the Tax Limitation
Amendment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, yes, it is April 15, and Ameri-
cans will pay more in taxes than they
have ever paid before this year. In fact,
they will pay $1.815 trillion. Is that not

enough government? Can we not fund
defense, Medicaid and Social Security
with $1.815 trillion? You bet we can.
Our government is large enough. It
takes enough of our income.

Our Tax Code is complex. It is not
flat. Every year the taxpayers of Amer-
ica have a tax increase unless we cut
taxes. Every year they pay a bigger
percentage. And so if we do nothing in
the next 10 years, Americans will pay a
whole lot more in taxes.

It is not about nothing, it is about
controlling the uncontrolled growth of
the Federal Government. Congress his-
torically has not made the tough deci-
sions to cut wasteful programs that no
longer are needed. It has been easier to
raise taxes, and it should not be.

This amendment will not make it
easier, it will force Congress to do its
job and allocate $1.815 trillion because
that is enough Federal Government.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
may I inquire as to the amount of time
we have?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) has 15
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) has
161⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SALMON).

(Mr. SALMON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, every
year we debate a constitutional amend-
ment to limit Congress’ ability to
spend other people’s money, and every
year the tax-and-spend caucus comes
down to the floor to tell us such an
amendment is unnecessary and that it
is dangerous.

Dangerous for whom? Working fami-
lies that are requiring two incomes to
pay for their taxes? Overtaxed single
mothers who cannot afford to feed and
clothe their children? How about fam-
ily businesses that must be liquidated
to pay the death taxes? Do these people
have any reason to fear a constitu-
tional amendment? Of course not.

Even more laughable is the notion
that this amendment is unnecessary.
The American family currently pays
over 25 percent of its income to the
Federal Government in the form of
taxes. This figure is up from just 2 per-
cent 40 years ago.

In fact, taxes have been become the
single largest expenditure for the
American family. More is spent on
taxes than housing, food and clothing
combined. Yet despite this, opponents
of this amendment want us to believe
this amendment is unnecessary. Give
me a break.

Of course, the real reason for the tax-
and-spend caucus opposing this amend-
ment is because limiting taxes would
limit their power. If government con-
fiscates less of the taxpayers’ money, it
will be harder to spend money, which is
the sole reason for their existence.

I freely admit I support this amend-
ment because I believe the Federal
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Government taxes too much and spends
too much. It would be nice to see simi-
lar candor on the other side. I urge my
colleagues to support this amendment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. FORBES).

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Texas, and I appreciate
tremendously his leadership on this
very, very important issue.

For four decades it has been far too
easy for Congress to raise taxes. Rais-
ing taxes robs senior citizens of their
secured retirement. Raising taxes robs
families of their security. Raising
taxes threatens jobs and undermines
small businesses.

This constitutional amendment is
vital if we are going to make sure that
the politicians cannot raise taxes eas-
ily. It takes a supermajority. That is
why I rise in support of this most im-
portant tax limitation constitutional
amendment.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from Texas for his tremendous
leadership. God willing, we can get this
passed and bring justice to this propo-
sition to the American people.

The combined state, federal and local tax
burden is higher now than it has ever been.
And that is why I sponsored the measure be-
fore the House today—‘‘The Tax Limitation
Constitutional Amendment’’ (H.J. Res. 37)—
preventing taxes from being raised unless two-
thirds of the Members of Congress vote for a
hike or unless it is needed to protect national
security.

The average family of four is bilked to the
tune of $3,300 in federal income tax and $960
in state and local income tax.

Excessive Federal taxes work an even
greater injustice on Long Island, where we pay
more for real estate, electricity, food, gasoline
and other necessities than any other area in
the entire country. That is why I have made
scrapping the current tax code my priority and
sponsored legislation to that end.

Until the day we rid ourselves of the current
code I will continue to fight battles to rectify its
worst injustices. For example, I have spon-
sored legislation to eliminate the Marriage
Penalty, the Death Tax and taxes on Social
Security Benefits.

The government forces the average married
working couple, living hand-to-mouth, to pay
almost $1,400 more in taxes than single peo-
ple. The federal gas tax adds 18.4 cents each
time they fill their tank and head to work.
When they invest what’s left of their salary
after income taxes in order to get ahead, the
Federal Government forces them to pay an
additional Capital Gains Tax on any increase
they make from the investment.

Upon retirement, they will become entitled
to benefits from the Social Security program
they have invested in over the years, but the
government taxes that too. Finally, after dec-
ades of working to leave a legacy for their
children, the Federal Government takes up to
55 percent of the very same property they’ve
paid taxes on their entire live.

Mr. Speaker, let’s not forget the rank and
file workers at the Internal Revenue Service
are injured by the code as well.

For over 25 years the workers at the IRS
Brookhaven Service Center, in Holtsville,
Brookhaven Town, Long Island, have done
their best to mentor the taxpayers of Eastern
Long Island by answering thousands of tax-
payers’ calls on a toll free line and resolving
customer complaint cases. In fact, they proc-
ess approximately 16 million individual and
business returns from Montauk Point on the
East End of Long Island, to Atlantic City on
the southern shore of New Jersey.

Yet IRS employees are working with a code
that is confiscatory and manifestly unfair. The
answer is to tear down the code and limit the
ability of Congress to build it up again.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of ‘‘The
Tax Limitation Constitutional Amendment’’ and
the shield it will provide for Long Islanders and
all Americans against taxation.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I have three additional speakers, if the
Speaker of the House shows up, so we
are basically ready to close. If the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) or his designee wishes to use
some time, we would appreciate it.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time, but as opposition it is our right
to close anyway.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOEHNER). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) has the right to close.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. The
gentleman from Texas is not a member
of the jurisdictional committee, and
the rules, I believe, say that the juris-
dictional committee and the person de-
fending the right of the jurisdictional
committee has the right to close.

b 1430

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOEHNER). By order of the House, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON)
was made manager of the bill and, as
such, has the right to close.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I do not see that anything in
the rule that brought this matter to
the floor mentions the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
was a unanimous consent agreement
entered into earlier in this debate.
There was no objection raised. The gen-
tleman from Texas, by unanimous con-
sent, was made manager of this piece of
legislation on the floor today and,
therefore, does in fact have the right to
close.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
we have two additional speakers, my-
self and the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. SHADEGG), the original cosponsors,
plus possibly the Speaker of the House.
We have approximately the same
amount of time.

Do I have to use time at this point in
time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. One of
the two parties engaged in this debate
will yield time or we will move to the
conclusion.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Further par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. What is the
Speaker’s recommendation as to who
should go now? I will follow whatever
the precedence of the House is. But I
would appreciate it if my good friend
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) would
use some of his time.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair thinks the gentleman from North
Carolina has made it clear he is reserv-
ing the balance of his time.

Does the gentleman from Texas wish
to yield time?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I want to start off by putting into the
RECORD the letters from the governors
of the States that have endorsed the
Tax Limitation Amendment.

Time does not permit me to read
each letter. But we have a letter from
the Governor of Texas. We have a let-
ter from the Governor of New York. We
have a letter from the Governor of
Florida. We have a letter from the Gov-
ernor of New Jersey. We have a letter
from the Governor of Connecticut. We
have a letter from the Governor of Ari-
zona. We have a letter from the Gov-
ernor of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts. We have a letter from the
Governor of the great State of Mis-
sissippi. We have a letter from the Gov-
ernor of Oklahoma. We have a letter
from the Governor of Colorado. We
have a letter from the Governor of Ar-
kansas. We have a letter from the Gov-
ernor of North Dakota. And we have
previously put into the RECORD a letter
from the Governor of Pennsylvania.

These governors support tax limita-
tion, for one simple reason, it works.

There are 14 States that have tax
limitation, either constitutional re-
quirements or legislative require-
ments; and in those 14 States, the Her-
itage Foundation did a study several
years ago and came to the conclusion
that in every State that had it, taxes
were lower. They went up slower. Con-
sequently, economic growth was faster
and more people got jobs more quickly.
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The original Constitution as passed

in 1787 had a direct prohibition in Arti-
cle I, section 9, against direct taxes. We
referred to that earlier in the debate.
We will put that into the RECORD at
the appropriate time. But in February
of 1913, there was a 16th Amendment to
the Constitution. That amendment
said that it was constitutional to levy
a direct tax, like an income tax, on the
American people.

Since that time, the marginal tax
rate on the American people has gone
from 1 percent to 39.8 percent. That is
an increase of 4,000 percent. When we
finish collecting the income taxes this
evening at midnight, the American
people will have paid in in the past tax
year in income taxes over $800 billion.
$800 billion. And if we include Social
Security tax and Medicare taxes, that
tax burden rises to over $1 trillion on
the American taxpayers.

Enough is enough. To my left, we
have the items in the Constitution at
its passage where a supermajority vote
was required. Time does not permit me
to go through all of them. But we can
see that there are 10 examples for a
new State to come into the Union it
took a two-thirds vote. To ratify a
treaty, it took a two-thirds vote. To
convict a President that had been im-
peached by the House, it took a two-
thirds vote. And to amend the Con-
stitution, it took a two-thirds vote.

It is ironic to me that we are on the
floor today, having won this debate
every year we have had it, we had the
majority vote; the three previous times
that we brought it up on the House
floor, we won every vote. We got a ma-
jority of the Congress, Republicans and
some Democrats, to vote for tax limi-
tation. But we have not met the con-
stitutional burden of a two-thirds
supermajority. And I am fine with
that.

We are going to win this two-thirds
vote some day. Perhaps today is the
day. But if we do not, we will come
back until we do. It only makes sense
to me, since the original Constitution
said we cannot levy an income tax. We
had 100 percent prohibition against it
in 1787. It is only since 1913 that we
have allowed an income tax. It makes
sense to me, if we are going to have
these direct taxes, we ought to raise
the bar.

We ought to require a supermajority,
all the Republicans and some Demo-
crats, or all the Democrats and some
Republicans, or some of both parties
and maybe the Independents, to vote
that there is a consensus in the coun-
try that taxes need to be raised.

This is a very simple concept in
terms of the amendment. Is one-half
larger than two-thirds? If my col-
leagues took fractions back in elemen-
tary school, they can go through the
math better than I. One-half equals
three-sixths. Two-thirds equals four-
sixths. Four-sixths is greater than
three-sixths by one-sixth. One-sixth is
an additional 70 votes.

We want to raise the bar in the House
by 70 votes to require 291 votes to raise

taxes, and we want to raise the bar in
the Senate by 17 votes to go from 50 to
67. It is basic math. It works. We need
to raise the bar.

This shows that in the States that
have it, this again is the Heritage
Foundation study, it is several years
old so it is not current through 1997,
but it shows the percentages of how
each State’s tax rate went up compared
to those States that did not have tax
limitation and the spending.

I encourage every Member of the
House to listen to their constituents,
vote for the Tax Limitation Amend-
ment later today.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following governors’ let-
ters that I referred to:

STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA,
Bismarck, ND, January 19, 1999.

Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: I join with other gov-
ernors in strongly endorsing your efforts to
win passage of the Tax Limitation Amend-
ment. In North Dakota, I used my State to
the State address to call for a legislative
supermajority to pass any increase in sales
or income tax. The need for such institu-
tionalized fiscal discipline is even greater at
the federal level.

Congratulations on your campaign to pro-
tect America’s taxpayers through the Tax
Limitation Amendment! I wish you great
success on this important project.

Sincerely,
EDWARD T. SCHAFER,

Governor.

STATE OF ARKANSAS,
February 11, 1999.

Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR GROVER: Raising taxes on hard-work-
ing Arkansans should never be done without
a consensus of the members of Congress and
the American people. That’s why I support
the Tax Limitation Amendment.

This amendment should make it impos-
sible for a bare majority to raise taxes. The
current method has led to an intolerable bur-
den on American workers and aided the
growth of big government.

It currently requires the same majority to
raise taxes as it does to declare National Ba-
nana Peel Week. That is wrong. Raising
taxes should require a high enough threshold
that elected officials do it only when there is
a clear and compelling reason.

With so many special interests demanding
more and more of our tax dollars, I’m thank-
ful you are fighting for the American people.
Good luck and God bless.

Sincerely yours,
MIKE HUCKABEE,

Governor.

STATE OF COLORADO,
Dever, CO, February 4, 1999.

Mr. GROVER C. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR GROVER: It is with pleasure that I
join my fellow Governors in supporting the
Tax Limitation Amendment. Our Founding
Fathers fought for America’s independence
in part to be free of arbitrary and capricious
taxes imposed on the citizenry. I believe that
limiting the power of Congress to tax follows
in this proud tradition.

In Colorado, all levels of government—
state, county, local—are constrained in their

ability to tax without the consent of the
governed. It is time that taxpayers be pro-
tected in Congress as well.

You have my support on this important
issue.

Sincerely,
BILL OWENS,

Governor.

STATE OF OKLAHOMA,
Oklahoma City, December 15, 1998.

Mr. GROVER C. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: I am proud to join my
fellow Governors who are supporting the Tax
Limitation Amendment. Many states, in-
cluding Oklahoma, already have similar re-
strictions on the power of the legislative
branch to arbitrarily increase taxes. The
TLA should be adopted at the federal level to
protect the taxpayer and to restrain spend-
ing and taxation.

Sincerely,
FRANK KEATING,

Governor.

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI,
Jackson, MS, January 20, 1999.

Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR GROVER: I am an ardent proponent of
the Tax Limitation Amendment that re-
quires a two-thirds vote to raise taxes in the
United States Congress. Elected officials
have been entrusted by the people to guard
their tax dollars vigorously in government
treasuries. Every decision should be made
with the knowledge that money spent is de-
rived from the toil and sweat of the citizens.

The growth of government and the in-
crease in taxes necessitate the Tax Limita-
tion Amendment. Raising taxes should re-
quire a supermajority. We have all seen the
consequences of this restriction’s absence. I
encourage Congress to pass this amendment.
it is critical to our state and nation that the
supermajority requirement is enacted by the
Congress.

The State of Mississippi does have a super-
majority requirement to raise taxes. How-
ever, we also have a requirement that a
supermajority is necessary to lower taxes.
Changing this restriction has been part of
our legislative agenda many times, including
this year.

Thank you for the diligent, effective work
of Americans for Tax Reform on behalf of
our citizens. I look forward to passage of the
Tax Limitation Amendment.

Sincerely,
KIRK FORDICE,

Governor.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS,

Boston, MA, February 4, 1999.
GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: On behalf of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, I am pleased to
express my support for the Tax Limitation
Amendment (TLA).

During the current time of economic pros-
perity, we must wisely prepare for the often
unpredictable tides of our national economy.
The passage of the TLA will safeguard the
needs of our taxpayers and provide protec-
tion against unnecessary future tax in-
creases.

Sincerely,
ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI,

Governor.
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STATE OF ARIZONA, December 30, 1998.

Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans For Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: I am pleased to add
my name to your list of Governors, State
Legislators, Congressmen and women, and
others who are endorsing a Federal Tax Lim-
itation Amendment. As you know, this
amendment would require a two-thirds ma-
jority of Congress to increase all federal
taxes. I am also pleased that Arizona’s Con-
gressman John Shadegg and Senator Jon Kyl
are key sponsors.

We, in Arizona, have been operating for
several years now with a similar amendment
to our State Constitution. Proposition 108
was passed by the voters in 1992 and requires
a two-thirds majority of the Arizona Legisla-
ture to increase state revenues, broadly de-
fined.

Since the passage of Proposition 108 with
72% of the popular vote, we have been con-
tinuously cutting taxes in Arizona. In fact,
cumulative tax cuts enacted since 1992 are
now over $1.3 billion, which is equivalent to
over 20% of Arizona’s general operating
budget. Meanwhile, state revenues have con-
tinued to grow, we have set aside nearly $400
million in budget stabilization funds, and we
concluded last fiscal year with a record sur-
plus of over $500 million.

I am sure you would agree that the govern-
ment closest to the people governs the best
(and probably the least). Therefore, we must
hold our President and Congressional leaders
to a higher standard when they are inclined
to raise our taxes. With federal taxes equal
to one-fifth of our total national economic
output, it is time to build a higher barrier to
further federal tax increases.

Therefore, I strongly support you in your
efforts to secure Congressional passage of
the Tax Limitation Amendment!

Sincerely,
JANE DEE HULL,

Governor.

STATE OF CONNECTICUT,
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS,

Hartford, CT, March 4, 1999.
Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: I join with other gov-
ernors endorsing your efforts to gain support
for the Federal Tax Limitation Amendment.
This legislation would require a super-
majority to increase all federal taxes. Adop-
tion of this amendment would ensure fiscal
discipline and protect America’s taxpayers.

I wish you great success on your important
project and I look forward to passage of the
Tax Limitation Amendment.

Sincerely,
JOHN G. ROWLAND,

Governor.

STATE OF NEW JERSEY,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Trenton, NJ, February 5, 1999.

Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans for Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST: Please register my
strong support in calling on Congress to pass
by April 15, 1999, the bipartisan Tax Limita-
tion Amendment to the U.S. Constitution as
drafted by U.S. Senator Jon Kyl, and Rep.
Joe Barton, Rep. Ralph Hall, and Rep. John
Shadegg.

I support a two-thirds vote requirement to
raise taxes both at the federal level and
within the New Jersey Legislature as a
means of preventing unwarranted tax in-
creases from stifling economic growth and
blighting job creation. A super-majority re-
quirement will force budget writers to con-

sider first eliminating unnecessary govern-
ment spending before rushing to propose tax
increases as a way to finance government
initiatives. A super-majority requirement
will not mandate tax cuts nor will it prohibit
tax increases, but it will require a broader
consensus among legislators before seeking a
greater share of taxpayers’ earnings.

The fiscal policies adopted at any level of
government influence the economic well-
being of the surrounding community, state,
or nation, and requiring a broader consensus
to raise taxes is practical change that will
likely result in more money circulating in
the private sector, the primary creator of
jobs and the stimulant for economic growth.

As a Governor who has used the tax code to
stimulate growth and job creation, I call on
Congress to enact the Tax Limitation
Amendment as a sensible safeguard against
unnecessary tax increases.

Sincerely yours,
CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN,

Governor.
STATE OF FLORIDA,

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Tallahassee, FL, March 23, 1999.

Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, American For Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR GROVER: Tax limitation is important
at all levels of government. Reflecting my
strong belief in limited government, I re-
cently called for a $1.2 billion tax cut in
Florida, the largest in state history. Simply
put, it’s not our money; it’s the people’s
money. We should protect their savings and
income the best we know how.

This is a philosophy that I think should be
practiced at the federal level as well. There-
fore, I would be honored to join my fellow
Governors in supporting the Tax Limitation
Amendment. Thank you again, Grover, for
coming to me with such an important issue.

Sincerely,
JEB BUSH,

Governor.
STATE OF NEW YORK,

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Albany, NY, January 28, 1999.

Mr. GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President, Americans For Tax Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. NORQUIST, thank you for your re-
cent letter requesting support for the Tax
Limitation Amendment vote. I am proud to
concur with Americans For Tax Reform in
urging Congress to pass the Tax Limitation
Amendment.

Our commitment as public servants ought
to be to promote efficient government,
which means cutting taxes, first and fore-
most. It is a commitment to freedom, since
we know that to deny people their economic
freedom-through excessive taxation or over
regulation—is to deny them their right to
create opportunities and to pursue their
dreams.

New York is leading the nation in cutting
taxes and leading America into a new cen-
tury of hope and opportunity. Since I have
been in office, we have cut taxes 36 times, re-
turning more than $19 billion to taxpayers;
created more than 400,000 net new private
sector jobs, bringing the number of private
sector jobs to its highest level in history; re-
duced the number of people on welfare by
608,000, dropping the rolls to the lowest level
since 1968; and led the nation in reducing all
crimes in 1997, making our communities
safer than they have been since 1970. We have
shown that we have the courage to bring
about change for the good of ourselves and
our children, and for that we can be proud.

Four years of tax cuts have created strong-
er families, a stronger economy and a
stronger New York. In order to protect tax-
payers now and in the future, we must lower

taxes and make fiscal integrity the law of
the land in New York State. The act of rais-
ing taxes is a destructive act and should
therefore be a difficult act. To meet that
standard, I have proposed a State constitu-
tional amendment to require approval by a
two-thirds majority of the Legislature to
raise State taxes and also firmly support the
enactment of Tax Limitation Amendment at
the federal level.

By putting the people’s money in a safe
place where it cannot be touched, we are
taking the prudent step of guaranteeing that
it is returned to the taxpayers.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE E. PATAKI,

Governor.
STATE OF TEXAS,

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Austin, TX, April 5, 1999.

Hon. JOE BARTON,
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office

Building, Washington, DC
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BARTON: I am

pleased that you are continuing your efforts
to pass the Tax Limitation Amendment to
require a supermajority for the Congress to
increase federal taxes.

Limited government provides the greatest
freedom to the American people, and the
freedom to spend their hard-earned money as
they see fit is a fundamental principle we
share. By requiring a two-thirds Congres-
sional majority to raise taxes, we can assure
that the federal government will not con-
tinue to intrude into the lives of American
taxpayers and into affairs that are properly
handled by state and local governments.

Best wishes in your important endeavors.
Sincerely,

GEORGE W. BUSH,
Governor.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I just wanted to inquire
whether the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) made a unanimous con-
sent request to offer those matters for
the RECORD?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman did ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend his remarks.

Did the gentleman from Texas want
to enter the letters that he referred to
into the RECORD?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I did, Mr.
Speaker, and I thought I had asked for
unanimous consent to do that.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, we have no objection. I just
want to make sure he got them in the
RECORD. I did not think he ever did.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the letters referred to will
be made part of the RECORD.

There was no objection.
Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
submit for the RECORD a study of the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
which responds to the Heritage Foun-
dation’s study referred to by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
The study referred to is as follows:

DO STATES WITH SUPERMAJORITIES HAVE
SMALLER TAX INCREASES OR FASTER ECO-
NOMIC GROWTH THAN OTHER STATES?

(By Iris J. Lav and Nicholas Johnson)
The Heritage Foundation contends that

states in which a supermajority vote of the
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1 Daniel J. Mitchell, ‘‘Why a Supermajority Would
Protect Taxpayers,’’ The Heritage Foundation,
March 29, 1996.

legislature is required to raise taxes have ex-
perienced faster economic growth and fewer
tax increases than other states. A March 1996
Heritage report looks at the seven states
that have had supermajority requirements in
place for a number of years—Arkansas, Cali-
fornia, Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, and South Dakota—and finds that
five of the seven states experienced slower
than average growth in tax revenue. It also
finds that five of the seven states (but not
the same five states) experienced faster eco-
nomic growth than the average state. The
Heritage report suggests a causal link be-
tween supermajority limits, lower taxes, and
faster economic growth, saying ‘‘. . . there is
no escaping the logical relationship between
supermajorities and superior state perform-
ance.’’ 1

This simplistic analysis is flawed in a num-
ber of ways. It relies on only one among a
number of possible measures of economic
growth. It considers only state-level tax
changes rather than changes in total state
and local revenues, despite the capacity of
states to shift costs and responsibilities to
local governments. And it compares 1980, a
year in which the economy was turning down
into a mild recession, with 1992, a year at the
beginning of an economic recovery. If one
chooses more appropriate data series to
measure revenues and economic growth and
adjusts the time periods to represent similar
points in the business cycle, conclusions op-
posite to those Heritage has presented may
be drawn. The fact that different analytical
choices lead to different results should serve
as a caution that no supportable conclusions
can be drawn from the type of simplistic
analysis Heritage has conducted.

By some measures, supermajority states
have had lower economic growth and more
tax increases than other states. For example:

Five of the seven states with super-
majority requirements experienced lower-
than-average economic growth measured by
change in per capita personal income be-
tween 1979 and 1989, two years at similar
points in the business cycle.

Four of the seven supermajority states had
lower-than-average economic growth meas-
ured by change in Gross State Product from
1979 to 1989.

Six of the seven states with supermajority
requirements had higher-than-average
growth of state and local revenues as a per-
cent of residents’ incomes from 1979 to 1989.

Five of the seven states had higher-than-
average increases in state and local taxes per

capita from 1984 to 1993, two other years fall-
ing at similar points in the business cycle.

The factors affecting state economic
growth are far more complex than pro-
ponents of supermajority requirements typi-
cally acknowledge. Such factors include the
interplay of state supermajority require-
ments typically acknowledge. Such factors
include the interplay of state resource en-
dowments, labor force skills, location, and
level of public investment and state services,
among others. A far more sophisticated anal-
ysis would be required to discern any effect
supermajority requirements might or might
not have on state tax burdens or state econo-
mies.

HERITAGE’S CHOICES OF DATA MAY SKEW
RESULTS

In preparing its report, the Heritage Foun-
dation made choices that may have skewed
the results of its analysis. The questionable
choices include the time periods analyzed,
the measure of state economic growth, and
the measure of tax burden.

The Heritage report compares state eco-
nomic growth and changes in taxes from 1980
to 1992, which are years that represent two
different points in the ‘‘business cycle.’’ In
1980, the economy turned down from the
peak of an economic expansion into a mild
recession; in 1992 the economy was beginning
its upswing from the deep 1990–91 recession.
State tax policy and state economic growth
each are very sensitive to the business cycle,
and different state economies react dif-
ferently to economic downturns and up-
swings. An accurate picture of state changes
requires comparing two years at similar
points in the business cycle.

Heritage chose Gross State Product (GSP)
as its measure of state economic growth;
GSP measures the total output of all indus-
tries within a state. A different measure,
personal income, is more often used to gauge
state economic activity. Personal income
measures the total income of state residents,
including income from out-of-state sources.
Personal income per capita measures the
economic well-being of an average resident,
which may best reflect the goal of state eco-
nomic policy.

Similarly, Heritage chose to consider only
taxes levied at the state level. Yet when
state taxes are constrained, state legisla-
tures may meet their responsibilities for pro-
viding services by shifting new responsibil-
ities to local governments or by cutting
local aid. Either course of action can lead

local governments to raise their taxes. Be-
cause of these potential shifts, a measure
that includes both state and local taxes
should be considered.

An additional shortcoming of the state tax
series Heritage uses is that it excludes many
tax-like ‘‘fees.’’ A more comprehensive meas-
ure, state and local revenues, includes rev-
enue sources such as fees and lottery pro-
ceeds that may be substituted for revenues
from taxes.

Lastly, the Heritage study measures tax
burden by calculating the amount of tax rev-
enue per resident. Many analysts find it
more appropriate to measure taxes as a per-
centage of residents’ incomes. Because dif-
fering wage levels in different states affect
both residents’ incomes and the cost of pro-
viding government services, measuring taxes
as a percentage of income provides a more
meaningful comparison of tax levels and
changes in tax burden over time.

ALTERNATIVE TIME PERIODS AND MEASURE-
MENTS YIELD RESULTS DIFFERENT FROM THE
HERITAGE RESULTS

Results quite different from those pre-
sented in the Heritage report may be ob-
tained by an analysis that matches up simi-
lar points in the business cycle and considers
a variety of measurements of economic ac-
tivity and revenues. Depending on the choice
of time frame and methodology, such com-
parisons may actually show that super-
majority requirements are associated with
increased taxes and slower economic growth.

Table 1 compares the economic growth of
the seven supermajority states relative to
average growth in all states. Three different
measures of growth and two different recent
time periods beginning and ending at similar
points in the business cycle are considered.
Taken together, these measures show no
clear connection between supermajority re-
quirements and economic growth. (See ap-
pendix tables for detailed comparisons.)

By most measures, the supermajority
states split almost down the middle (4–3 or 3–
4)—about half experienced stronger economic
growth than the national average, while the
other half had weaker growth.

By one method of measuring economic
growth—change in per-capita personal in-
come from 1979 to 1989—only two of the
supermajority states outperformed the na-
tional economy; the other five had lower eco-
nomic growth than the average state.

TABLE 1.—PORTION OF SUPERMAJORITY STATES WITH STRONGER-THAN-AVERAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH

1979 to 1989 1984 to 1993

Gross State Product .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 3 of 7 ................................. Not available.
Personal Income ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3 of 7 ................................. 4 of 7.
Personal Income Per Capita ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2 of 7 ................................. 4 of 7.

Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. Based on data from Bureau of Economic Analysis, with population adjustments from the Bureau of the Census.

Similar results may be found with respect
to levels of revenue increases. Table 2 shows
revenue increases in the supermajority
states using broader measures of state and
local taxes and revenues over the two time
periods. The picture that emerges is decid-
edly mixed.

In only one of the supermajority states did
state and local revenue as a percentage of
personal income rise less rapidly than in the
average state from 1979 to 1989. In the other
six supermajority states, the growth of state
and local revenue as a percent of personal in-
come was higher than in the average state.

Fewer than half the supermajority states
showed lower-than-average growth in state
and local taxes between 1984 and 1993, meas-
ured either as taxes per capita or taxes as a
percentage of residents’ incomes.

TABLE 2.—PORTION OF SUPERMAJORITY STATES WITH TAX INCREASES LOWER THAN THE NATIONAL AVERAGE

1979 to 1989 1984 to 1993

State and local taxes State and local own-source
revenue State and local taxes State and local own-source

revenue

Tax per capita ....................................................................................................................................................................... 5 of 7 ................................. 5 of 7 ................................. 2 of 7 ................................. 5 of 7.
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TABLE 2.—PORTION OF SUPERMAJORITY STATES WITH TAX INCREASES LOWER THAN THE NATIONAL AVERAGE—Continued

1979 to 1989 1984 to 1993

State and local taxes State and local own-source
revenue State and local taxes State and local own-source

revenue

Taxes as a percent of income .............................................................................................................................................. 4 of 7 ................................. 1 of 7 ................................. 3 of 7 ................................. 4 of 7.

Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. Based on data from Bureau of the Census, with income adjustments from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.

TRENDS DO NOT PROVE CAUSATION

Even if tables 1 and 2 presented clearer
trends among the seven supermajority
states, it would not be correct to conclude
that supermajority requirements were a fac-
tor in the economic growth or in the tax de-

cisions in those states. Other factors, such as
regional economic variations or changes in
political power, are much more likely to af-
fect state economic performance and govern-
ment finances. A far more sophisticated
analysis than either the Heritage study or

the analysis presented above would be re-
quired to conclude that supermajority re-
quirements have had any substantial effect
either on state tax burdens or on state
economies.

APPENDIX

Table A–1.—Economic growth in states that required supermajorities to raise taxes

Change in
gross state

product

Change in personal income Change in personal income per
capita

1979 to 1989
1979 to 1989 1984 to 1993 1979 to 1989 1984 to 1993

Arkansas ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 96% 99% 72% 92% 64%
California ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 143% 142% 79% 93% 49%
Delaware ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 165% 128% 87% 106% 64%
Florida .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 175% 184% 96% 112% 58%
Louisiana ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 63% 86% 45% 81% 48%
Mississippi ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 82% 100% 69% 94% 65%
South Dakota ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 77% 83% 80% 81% 75%
U.S. Average ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 112% 121% 76% 101% 61%

Number of supermajority states with economic growth above average .................................................................................................................................... 3 3 4 2 4

See notes at end of appendix.

TABLE A–2.—CHANGES IN STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT TAXES AND REVENUE PER CAPITA IN STATES THAT REQUIRED SUPERMAJORITIES TO RAISE TAXES

1979 to 1989 1984 to 1993

State and
local taxes

State and
local own-

source revenue

State and
local taxes

State and
local own-

source revenue

Arkansas ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 114% 122% 81% 79%
California .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 101% 123% 62% 70%
Delaware ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 103% 140% 66% 68%
Florida ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 126% 155% 91% 97%
Louisiana ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 87% 119% 49% 56%
Mississippi ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 96% 117% 75% 73%
South Dakota ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 83% 97% 68% 46%
U.S. Average .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 108% 124% 645% 73%

Number of supermajority states with tax or revenue growth below average ......................................................................................................................................................... 5 5 2 5

See notes at end of appendix.

TABLE A–3.—CHANGES IN STATE AND LOCAL TAXES AS PERCENT OF PERSONAL INCOME IN STATES THAT REQUIRED SUPERMAJORITIES TO RAISE TAXES.

1979 to 1989 1984 to 1993

State and
local taxes

State and
local own-

source revenue

State and
local taxes

State and
local own-

source revenue

Arkansas ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 11% 15% 10% 9%
California .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 4% 16% 9% 14%
Delaware ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥1% 17% 2% 2%
Florida ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 7% 20% 21% 24%
Louisiana ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3% 21% 0% 5%
Mississippi ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1% 12% 6% 5%
South Dakota ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 2% 9% ¥4% ¥17%
U.S. Average .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 3% 11% 3% 8%

Number of supermajority states with tax or revenue growth below average ......................................................................................................................................................... 4 1 3 4

Notes.—Gross State Product not available for years after 1992. In cases where the state average equalled the national average, the change was computed to additional decimal places to find the correct comparison. U.S. average ex-
cludes Alaska and the District of Columbia, whose revenue systems are significantly different from those of other states. All data are for fiscal years except Gross State Product.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Census Bureau. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a ref-
erence by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) to how well the States
which have supermajority tax require-
ments are doing based on a Heritage
Foundation study that was done.

Well, we have a different study. I do
not really want this to get into a de-
bate about whether taxes are good or
bad. I think taxes are good sometimes
and they are bad sometimes. They can
be beneficial; they can be detrimental.

I really think this debate is about
the essence of our democracy, which is

majority rule. It is not about taxes or
no taxes.

None of us look forward to voting for
a tax increase. All of us should be held
accountable if we are irresponsible in
voting for tax increases, and we are
subject to account for that every 2
years when we run for office. But I
think it would be a mistake for the
public to be left with the mistaken no-
tion that all States that have super-
majority requirements somehow have
passed a magic bullet and they are
doing well.

The actual study indicates that five
of the seven States with supermajority
requirements experienced lower than

average economic growth measured by
change in per capita personal income
between 1979 and 1989. Four of the
seven supermajority States had lower
than average economic growth meas-
ured by change in gross State product
from 1979 to 1989.

Six of the seven States with super-
majority requirements had higher than
average growth of State and local reve-
nues as a percent of residents’ income
from 1979 to 1989, suggesting that if we
did this at the Federal level, we would
be simply passing the buck on for high-
er taxes at the lower level, which is al-
ready a problem that all of us recog-
nize.
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Five of the seven States had higher

than average increases in State and
local taxes per capita from 1984 to 1993,
again suggesting that if we do not ac-
cept the responsibilities for what we
are doing at the Federal level and peo-
ple demand government services, they
will have to be delivered at the local
level and taxes will be lower there.

Now, I am not getting into a debate
about whether taxes are good or bad.
This is not about that. But we should
be clear that this Heritage Foundation
study, which suggests that just because
they have a supermajority they have
done something magnanimous for the
State or for the Nation is just absolute
baloney.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
it is my distinct pleasure and high
honor to yield 3 minutes to the honor-
able gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), the distinguished Speaker of
the House of Representatives.

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
constitutional amendment today. I
commend my colleague from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) for his long-time effort. I
think that as long as we have known
each other he has been working on this
issue, and he has exemplified the old
phrase ‘‘If at first you don’t succeed,
try, try again.’’ But when we try and
try again, it is for a noble effort.

We must continue to try again to
pass this constitutional amendment, as
we must continue to try to provide tax
relief for the American people.

Make no mistake about it, working
Americans are taxed too much. They
are taxed at a higher rate than since
the Second World War. They are taxed
when they eat. They are taxed when
they drink. They are taxed when they
drive. They are taxed when they work.
And they are taxed even when they die.

If we go back a little over a decade
ago, we celebrated the anniversary of
the Constitution of this country. And
right before that, I remember, as I was
teaching history in a small high school
in Illinois, we were studying the Revo-
lution. This country fought a revolu-
tion over taxes. It was the vision of our
forefathers that the people in this
country should have economic liberty,
they should have economic choice, not
government choosing how to spend
their money, but individuals choosing
how to spend the money that they
earn.

b 1445

Higher taxes mean bigger govern-
ment. If we are going to restore
balance to our society where individ-
uals and local communities have more
power, we need to make the Federal
Government smaller and smarter. Sup-
port this constitutional amendment

and go on record in support of tax re-
lief for the American people.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to spend a
minute or two just talking about what
this bill provides for and putting this
in context. But first of all let me re-
mind my colleagues of the history
again. It is the fourth year on or about
tax filing day that my colleagues have
brought this same amendment to the
floor of the House. It has failed on each
prior occasion. They know it will fail
again today. And this amendment is
not here as a serious legislative under-
taking; it is here to make a political
point.

If it were here to make a serious leg-
islative point, as opposed to going
through a political charade, this bill
would have gone through the appro-
priate committees, one of which would
have been the Subcommittee on the
Constitution of the Committee on the
Judiciary. I cannot imagine bringing a
proposed constitutional amendment,
an amendment to the most sacred doc-
ument in government that we have,
without going through the Sub-
committee on the Constitution and
going through the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Now, the reason that we did not go
that route, or the majority did not go
that route is because this is not a seri-
ous legislative undertaking. If it were a
serious legislative undertaking, they
would have made in order proposed
amendments to this constitutional
amendment because they know that it
has serious, serious substantive defi-
ciencies. I want to talk about those de-
ficiencies so that everybody knows
what we are talking about. I want to
read from section 1 of the bill:

‘‘Any bill, resolution or other legisla-
tive measure changing the internal
revenue laws shall require for final
adoption in each House the concur-
rence of two-thirds of the Members of
that House voting and present, unless
that bill, resolution, or other legisla-
tive measure is determined at the time
of adoption, in a reasonable manner
prescribed by law, not to increase the
internal revenue’’—not change the rev-
enue law, but increase the internal rev-
enue—‘‘by more than a de minimis
amount.’’

Now, let me point out three serious
problems with the language there.
First of all, this will be the first time
ever in the history of this country, if
this amendment passed, that the word
‘‘de minimis’’ is used in the Constitu-
tion. The word does not exist. It prob-
ably was not even a word that was in
the vocabulary at the time the Found-
ing Fathers were writing the original
Constitution.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. ‘‘De minimis’’
is a Latin word.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Let me
reclaim my time, unless he is asking
me to yield to tell us differently. Is the
word in the Constitution?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. No, but there
is no prohibition against the word
being in the Constitution.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Let me
get to the point I want to make. ‘‘De
minimis’’ is probably no worse than
‘‘reasonable cause’’ or other general
terms that are used in the Constitu-
tion. That is not my point.

My point is that we have gone
through 200-plus years of litigation de-
termining what those words that are in
the Constitution mean, and now we are
about to set off 200 more years of liti-
gation about what the term ‘‘de mini-
mis’’ means.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Let me
get through it. We can engage in a dia-
logue. The gentleman has got plenty of
time to engage in it if he wants to on
his side.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. The gen-
tleman has more time than I do now.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. If we
want to set up a judicial process where
we spend 200 years defining what the
word ‘‘de minimis’’ means and have the
courts do it, that is what this bill is
going to do.

But even more important is, we are
setting up a direct conflict between the
Congress’ definition of de minimis and
the court’s definition of de minimis.
Because when we say the measure is
going to be measured, determined at
the time of the adoption of the bill, we
are trying to give the Congress the au-
thority to make its decision about
what the word ‘‘de minimis’’ means.
But we cannot do that. So basically
what we have done is set up a direct
conflict between the legislative branch
of the government and the judicial
branch of the government. That is ex-
actly what we have done.

Now, I recognize that. I recognized
that the first time we debated this bill
in committee. I recognized it before
the Committee on Rules 2 days ago. I
went to the Committee on Rules and I
said, would you allow me to bring to
the floor an amendment which would
improve this legislation, which would
make it clear that the sole authority
that the Supreme Court will have is to
determine whether the Congress has
followed its own rules in making this
determination so that we could avoid
this conflict between the legislative
branch and the executive branch?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield on that point?
I am going to compliment the gen-
tleman if he will yield.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I appre-
ciate it. Is he going to accept my
amendment under unanimous consent?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I will
yield to the gentleman, so maybe we
will get a unanimous consent request.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. I want to

compliment the gentleman for his ef-
fort. We have given it to our constitu-
tional experts. If the gentleman will
work with me, if we are not successful
today, we very well could do that. Of
course, the gentleman would have to
vote with us at some point in time on
the amendment.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I appre-
ciate the gentleman offering to work
with me and, of course, if this bill had
gone through the committee, we could
have done the work in a serious legisla-
tive manner and we could have treated
this bill as a serious bill. But it is quite
obvious that this is not what this is
about. It is about political theater on
the 15th of April.

We have got to play political theater
so that we can tell the American peo-
ple how terrible it is that we have
taxes. That is what this bill is about
today. If it were not about that, we
would have considered this amend-
ment.

We even offered an amendment last
year that would have taken out the
term ‘‘de minimis.’’ If you do not want
to raise taxes, and you want a two-
thirds requirement, you at least would
not get into 200 years of litigation ar-
guing about what de minimis means if
you just said it required a two-thirds
vote to raise taxes. I mean, that would
be clear. At least we would not have to
look in a Latin dictionary to figure out
what we are talking about and ask the
Supreme Court to tell us what we are
talking about. At least that would be
clear.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I will agree to
that.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. We
even offered to take that out of the
bill. You would think that people who
were seriously interested in passing a
constitutional amendment that limited
the ability to raise taxes would have
jumped at that, they would have said,
‘‘Yeah, that’s absolutely consistent
with what we are trying to do.’’ But
they have not demonstrated any degree
of seriousness about this issue.

Everybody has talked about the gen-
tleman from Texas’ two-thirds and
three-fourths, his equations. I want ev-
erybody to stay with me now, because
when you require a two-thirds majority
vote to do something, what you are
saying is, if one-third objects, you can-
not do it. So everybody has talked
about this powerful supermajority.
What my colleagues need to under-
stand is that we are setting up, not a
powerful supermajority, what we are
doing is setting up a powerful super-
minority which will control the proc-
ess. It will be one-third of the people in
this House who will be in control of it.
It will not be the two-thirds. It will not
even be the majority rule. And if that
is not countermajoritarian, if that is
not counterdemocratic, I do not know
what is.

We do not require a two-thirds ma-
jority to declare war. If the President
came over here and said, please declare

war on Kosovo, as he should under the
Constitution—the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) and I agree
on that—it would not require a two-
thirds vote. And somehow or another
this majority wants to elevate the
questions about taxation to some high-
er pedestal even than a declaration of
war. And so really what you are talk-
ing about is giving one-third of the
people in this House the ability to
bring the process to a halt.

I will tell you what that does to my
constituency. If I am in the two-thirds
or not in the one-third, and I want to
get something done, what you have
said to my constituency is, you are less
important than that one-third minor-
ity over there, because they are con-
trolling the agenda. That is not my
definition of democracy, my col-
leagues. We can talk all day today
about how this is about taxation and
whether we are paying too much in
taxes. I have conceded that. I mean, I
do not like to pay taxes any more than
anybody else. And my constituents do
not like it any more than anybody
else’s. But I will tell you that every
American citizen is entitled to the
same representation in this body. And
any time you create a supermajority
and thereby create a super-super-
minority that can control the agenda
of this House and the agenda of this
country, you have deprived American
citizens of their equal representation
in the process.

So it is tax day. You can talk and
make it sound like this is about tax-
ation, but it is about basic fairness. It
is about democracy. It is about who
has the authority to rule. And in my
democracy, that is 50 percent of the
representatives and 50 percent of the
people plus one.

b 1500
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,

I yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SHAD-
EGG), the distinguished cosponsor of
the amendment who has worked long
and hard with me.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona is recognized for 6
minutes.

(Mr. SHADEGG asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by re-
sponding to a series of the arguments
that have been made on the other side,
and I suppose the one that I am tempt-
ed to respond to first is the one we
heard repeatedly on the other side,
that this is not a serious debate or a se-
rious initiative. I have put 5 years into
my fight for this legislation, I have
worked shoulder to shoulder with the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON),
and let me assure my colleagues on be-
half of the taxpayers of America this is
deadly serious. Indeed I think it is vi-
tally important to the survival of the
Nation.

Now let me talk about how they say
it is not serious. They say it is not seri-
ous because it is a gimmick because it
is brought forth on April 15. The date is
irrelevant. Would it be a gimmick if it
were brought forward on Election Day?
Would it be a gimmick if it were
brought forth on the birthday of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) or
my birthday? Would it be a gimmick if
it were brought forth on January 1? It
makes it a gimmick because it is
brought forth on April 15? I do not
think so. I think it is a substantive
provision which is appropriate to be
brought forward on a time when Amer-
icans are focused on the tax burden in
America.

The opponents say: ‘‘Well, it’s a gim-
mick, and it’s not serious because it
has failed before.’’ That is one of the
most stunning arguments I have ever
heard on the floor of this House. People
in this room benefit today from
changes that were fought for in this
country over years. The Constitution
itself says it can, in fact, be amended
by a supermajority, and thank God we
have in fact on many occasions amend-
ed it, and that is most appropriate, and
none of those amendments have passed
on the first try. So of course it has re-
quired multiple tries, and we will try
again if it fails today.

The opponents say: ‘‘Well, if it was
serious, they would have taken it to
committee.’’ In point of fact they know
full good and well that it has been
taken to committee. It has been taken
to committee more than once in the
past. Indeed this exact language was
taken to committee last year. It went
through subcommittee and full com-
mittee and was heard, and the amend-
ment which the ranking member on
the other side has proposed, which in-
deed might be a thoughtful amend-
ment, limiting the rule of the courts,
was not proffered when it went before
committee last year; it was not prof-
fered until it came to the Committee
on Rules this year.

Now I want to turn to another argu-
ment. My colleague the other side, the
ranking member, has talked about de
minimis and how this is a great legal
flaw in this measure, and yet through-
out this debate today we have heard
that this is a terrible provision because
it would freeze in stone forever and
ever our current Tax Code. That argu-
ment is not genuine, it is not honest,
because the opponents of this legisla-
tion know fully well that it is crafted
carefully to allow tax neutral tax re-
form. Indeed the word that the gen-
tleman questions, ‘‘de minimis,’’ is an
attempt to say: ‘‘Look, our goal is to
make sure that if you want to make
tax neutral tax reform; that is, tax re-
form that does not increase the tax
burden on the American people, you
may do so with a simple majority
vote.’’ Nothing in this measure would
inhibit the ability to do tax neutral tax
reform.

Now let us talk about the Heritage
Foundation study. We have a duel of
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studies. They have their study, we have
our study. Let me just recite the facts
of the Heritage Foundation study be-
cause I think it is very important. It
proves that tax limitation works. As a
matter of fact, looking at the States
where it is enacted, tax limitation, in
those States taxes go up at a slower
rate, only 102 percent. Mr. Speaker, 102
percent is quite a bit, but only 102 per-
cent over 12 years versus States which
have no tax limitation; they have gone
up by 112 percent. Spending? Spending
and tax limitations, gone up. It has
gone up by 132 percent, but not by as
much as spending in States without
tax limitation. In those States it has
gone up by 141 percent.

Fundamentally and most impor-
tantly for my colleagues on the minor-
ity side, the job base grows more rap-
idly in those States with tax limita-
tion. As the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) from the other side pointed
out, if in fact there was no constitu-
tional authority for an income tax
when our Constitution was adopted
and, as my friend, Mr. TRAFICANT from
the minority, pointed out, he believes
that pretty well establishes looking at
the tax structure then, then it would
have required a two-thirds majority
and the Founders would have supported
a two-thirds majority for future tax in-
creases.

But let us talk beyond the studies;
let us talk about experience. In my
State of Arizona, when we adopted this
in 1992, our economy had been strug-
gling. Since then it has boomed. We
have created more jobs than we have
helped more people.

Now the last argument and perhaps
the most telling argument proffered by
the other side is that this will create a
rule of tyranny by the minority. Again,
that argument is a fraud. We do not
have, and my colleagues on the other
side understand this and agree with it,
we do not have the rule of simple ma-
jority in this country. We do not in
this Nation allow majorities to run
roughshod over minorities. Throughout
our Constitution 10 different places re-
quire super majorities, but throughout
all of the rule in law in this Nation we
prohibit majorities from imposing
their will unfairly on minorities. Our
Constitution protects minorities, as
well it should, and that is what this
measure says.

But it is interesting. They say do not
enact a supermajority requirement for
tax increases, and what they imply is
that we will require a supermajority to
ever adopt any tax. But this is not
being offered any point in time when
there are no taxes in America, it is not
being offered at a time when we will re-
peal every tax and say we will only
pass any new taxes. We will have no
tax in America without a super-
majority to impose any taxes.

That is not the situation. What this
measure says is we have a very heavy
tax burden today. It consumes 20 per-
cent of the gross domestic product, and
before we raise it yet one more time,

before we increase it to 25, or 30, or 35,
or 40 percent, or 50 or 60 percent, we
ought to have a broad consensus.

I urge my colleagues to support H.
Con. Res. 37. We need a tax limitation
amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, well, here we are
again. For the 4th year in a row—the majority
will take the House through the motions of at-
tempting to pass a Constitutional Amendment
requiring two-thirds supermajority of the House
and Senate in order to pass a tax cut.

Today is the Republican equivalent of
Ground Hog Day. Each year at this time the
Republican leadership comes out of its hole,
sees its shadow, and dusts off this proposed
Constitutional Amendment that essentially
says, ‘‘stop us before we tax again!’’

I said the majority is taking us through the
motions because this is the same bill they’ve
brought to the Floor in 1996, 1997 and 1998.
Each time, the bill goes down to defeat. The
majority knows it won’t pass again today, but
they can’t help themselves.

The irony here is that there is actually broad
support on both sides of the aisle for cutting
taxes, not raising them. There is some dif-
ference of opinion on who’s taxes should be
cut. I would argue that the lion’s share of any
tax relief should be targeted to working Amer-
ican families and not the very rich. The other
key debate concerns Social Security and
Medicare. In my view, it is simply irresponsible
to move ahead with a $778 billion tax cut be-
fore taking action to assure the long-term fi-
nancial health of Social Security and Medi-
care. The budget surplus gives us a unique
opportunity to address these programs. We
should save the entire surplus until we’ve
taken care of Social Security and Medicare.

I urge the House to reject this ill-conceived
effort to tamper with the Constitution. Instead
of wasting more time debating bills that all of
us know will never pass, we should roll up our
sleeves and get to work on saving Social Se-
curity and Medicare. Then we can take up tax
relief for working American families.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in
support of the Tax Limitation Amendment that
Representative BARTON has introduced. This
amendment protects every American citizen. It
protects them by making it more difficult for
Congress to increase taxes on their hard
earned money—and, indeed, it is there money
that Congress is charged with allocating and
protecting. It should not be easy for Congress
to pass a tax increase that will drastically af-
fect American families. Americans work hard
for the money that they earn. It is not easy to
be a working mother or father. It is not easy
to be the head of a household working two
jobs to make ends meet. It is not easy for
families to watch up to 40 percent of their
hard-earned money taken out of their pay-
checks and sent to the Federal, State and
Local governments. And it should not be easy
for Congress to increase the tax burden on
Americans.

The Tax Limitation Amendment is a com-
mon sense piece of legislation. There are 14
states, including the state of Florida, which I
represent, that have enacted legislation similar
to the proposed amendment which would re-
quire a two-thirds majority vote to raise taxes.
Congress should not automatically look to tax
hikes to raise revenue for government oper-
ations. Just as American taxpayers must show
restraint in their spending in order to live with-
in their means, Congress must do the same.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the tax limitation amend-
ment. Never before has the need for this
amendment been more obvious. Let me touch
on a few well-known numbers. The typical
American family pays 38 percent of its income
in taxes. This is more than it pays for food,
clothing or shelter. Not since World War II has
the tax burden on American workers been so
high. At the start of this century, Federal,
State, and local taxes combined comprised
only 8 percent of Americans’ income. At the
start of this century, Federal, State, and local
taxes combined comprised onoy 8 percent of
Americans’ income.

Despite the fact taxes are at a peace-time
high, the Clinton-Gore administration’s new
budget—which the House and Senate soundly
rejected—called for $175 billion in new taxes
and fees.

With the Federal budget surplus projected at
$4.9 trillion over the next 15 years, I can’t
imagine why anyone would want to raise our
taxes, but the administration does.

The temptation to raise a tax here and raise
a tax there even in years of surplus and pros-
perity is just too much. They can’t resist. This
House is the first line resistance to further sky-
rocketing of taxes that have soared sharply
this past century. We must hold the line. We
must help our successors hold the line. We
owe it to working American families, the single
moms and dads, struggling under a tax bur-
den that has nearly quadrupled in this century
to hold the line on taxes. Not just today, when
the concept of a tax increase is ludicrous, but
for years to come.

The most meaningful way we can do that is
by passing the Tax Limitation Amendment
today. This amendment does not prohibit tax
increases in some future years should an ur-
gent need arise. Though, after 5 years of com-
mon-sense Republican leadership, our budget
and revenues are in such great shape that it’s
hard to imagine such a day.

But the amendment does require that the
need be so clear and so compelling that two-
thirds of each House must vote for the tax in-
crease. This amendment is simple, practical
and urgently needed. It is an outrage to have
working families struggling under an already
weighty burden to be weighted down further
by an unnecessary tax increase that passes
by a handful of votes in a last-minute partisan
push. We saw that in 1992. We have seen
since how unnecessary that tax increase was.
But we are still fighting to roll that tax increase
back.

As high as people’s taxes get, and as big as
the Government gets, the truth is that some
people in Washington never think that it’s
enough. They believe that Government has
the right to take as much of a working Ameri-
can’s money as it wants to take and to spend
it however it wants to spend it.

I don’t share that attitude. The American
people work hard for their money. They de-
serve to keep more of it—not less. I believe
the tax burden on working Americans should
only be increased when the need is so urgent,
clear and compelling that two-thirds of the
House and Senate will vote for such an in-
crease. An increase under any other cir-
cumstances is an affront and outrage to the
American people.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
stand in support of H.J. Res. 37, which will
make it more difficult to raise taxes. It is time
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Congress puts a stop to the raid on the pocket
books of American citizens.

H.J. Res. 37 will require a two-thirds super-
majority vote in the House and Senate for any
net tax increase. This is not a new concept.
Fourteen states already require a super-
majority in their state legislatures to raise the
tax burden on their citizens. It’s a simple
equation, when taxes are limited, big govern-
ment spending remains low and economies
flourish.

Mr. Speaker, Americans already send an
average of 38 percent of their income back to
the government in taxes. This is more than
families pay for food, clothing, and shelter
combined! Last year, federal taxes consumed
20.5 percent of GNP. This number will only
keep increasing unless we put a stop to it.

While our country is experiencing a pro-
jected budget surplus of over $4 trillion for the
next 15 years, the President wants to waste
this surplus and continue to raise taxes by
$108 billion. this spending mentality explains
why federal income taxes have grown by more
than 70 percent during the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration. Any surplus is nothing more than
an overpayment to Washington by America’s
taxpayers and we should give it back.

Mr. Speaker, I’m tired of Washington dip-
ping their hands into the pocket of American
taxpayers. This legislation will keep the hard-
earned money of American citizens out of the
hands of Washington politicians who want to
continue to raise taxes for big government
programs.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the resolution.

The framers of our Constitution recognized
that certain key questions—such as treaty rati-
fication, conviction in impeachment trials, or
expulsion of a member on Congress—demand
more than the customary majority.

But with regard to the normal operations of
the government, they provided—in all cases—
for a simple majority vote.

They made no exception for taxation. Pause
and reflect: they made no exception even for
declarations of war.

What the framers feared was that a super-
majority requirement would give special inter-
ests a veto over the political process.

As James Madison wrote, ‘‘It would be no
longer the majority that would rule: the power
would be transferred to the minority. . . . [A]n
interested minority might take advantage of it
to screen themselves from equitable sacrifices
to the general weal, or, in particular emer-
gencies, to extort unreasonable indulgences.’’

Madison could have been describing the
very amendment before us today. It would
give a veto over revenue bills to a minority of
members of either House. It would enable
Members of Congress representing one-third
of the population—or Senators chosen by one-
tenth of the population—to block tax measures
supported by the vast majority of Americans.
It would give those minorities enormous lever-
age in an emergency to extract concessions in
exchange for their support.

The resolution pays lip service to this con-
cern by allowing the two-thirds requirement to
be waived in the event of war. Yet what about
other perilous circumstances? Such as hurri-
canes, floods, terrorist attacks or other local-
ized disasters? A severe economic crisis or a
breakdown in the financial system itself? For
these emergencies, the resolution makes no
exception. Furthermore, it would make it vir-

tually impossible to eliminate corporate sub-
sidies and other loopholes in the tax system.

The proponents of the resolution are content
to live with those consequences. Two years
ago, they rejected a series of amendments in
committee that would have addressed at least
some of those concerns. This year, in their
haste, they didn’t even bother with the com-
mittee, but have brought the resolution directly
to the floor.

The proponents of the resolution also seem
determined to repeat their past mistakes. I
was not a member of Congress when the cur-
rent majority took control in 1995, but I under-
stand the House adopted a rule at that time
requiring a three-fifths majority to raise taxes.
Unfortunately, having created this rule, the
majority found it impossible to govern in ac-
cordance with it, and it was repeatedly waived
or ignored.

Today that same majority invites us to graft
this failed motion onto the Constitution of the
United States—where it cannot be waived or
ignored. This is an invitation that we should
and must decline.

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to speak in support of House Joint
Resolution 37, the ‘‘Tax Limitation Amend-
ment.’’ The question is—How hard should it
be for government to take someone else’s
hard-earned money? We know it is very easy
for government to spend the money it has
taken, but how hard should it be to take an
American worker’s money?

I think it should be very difficult. We should
be absolutely sure before allowing the govern-
ment to take money someone else has earned
by their hard work and sweat. I do not know
if a two-thirds vote of Congress should be
enough to take an American worker’s money,
but I strongly support it as a minimum require-
ment.

Just look at the growth of Federal taxes:
Families paid just 5 percent of income in Fed-
eral taxes in 1934. Today, the average family
pays over 20 percent of its income in Federal
taxes; That is the highest peacetime rate ever
and the highest overall rate since WW II; 18
of the last 19 Democrat controlled Congresses
passed tax hikes, including the $241 billion
hike in 1993; Just during the Clinton Adminis-
tration taxes have grown by over 54 percent,
from $1.154 trillion in 1993 to $1.784 trillion in
1999; State and local income taxes are in-
creasing at the same time so that Federal,
State, and local taxation is a record 32 per-
cent of national income.

The Founding Fathers created a Republic,
instead of a pure Democracy, to protect citi-
zens’ basic rights from the ‘‘Tyranny of the
Majority.’’ I believe it is a basic right to keep
what you have earned, and I believe it should
take more than 51 percent of Congress to
take money from 100 percent of Americans. I
encourage each of my colleagues to support
the ‘‘Tax Limitation Amendment.’’

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my support for the Tax Limitation
Constitutional Amendment.

I applaud my colleagues—Representatives
BARTON, SHADEGG, GOODE, and RALPH HALL—
for their perseverance in offering this important
bipartisan legislation once again. The Tax Lim-
itation Constitutional Amendment (House Joint
Resolution 37) would amend the Constitution
to require a two-thirds majority vote in both
houses of Congress for passage of legislation
that would result in any significant tax in-

crease. This supermajority vote requirement
would mean that only true national emer-
gencies would be an excuse for raising even
higher the tax burden on all Americans.

Now that the Republican-inspired Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 has led to the prospect of
increasing budget surpluses in the years
ahead, it is time to return tax dollars—in ex-
cess of Social Security receipts—to the tax-
payers who are responsible for the present tax
overpayment. Every year around Tax Day my
desk is covered with letters and phone mes-
sages from constituents who want tax relief—
in the form of lower taxes and a simplified tax
code. Since my first election to Congress, I
have eagerly worked with my colleagues to
enact tax relief for individuals and small busi-
nesses.

Conversely, I have supported initiatives—
like the Tax Limitation Constitutional Amend-
ment—to insure that Federal taxes are not in-
creased. The last thing our citizens and econ-
omy need is another round of tax increases
like $108 billion which President Clinton pro-
posed in his fiscal year 2000 budget.

It is urgent that we lock into place the dis-
cipline we need to maintain a balanced Fed-
eral budget and the opportunity for tax relief
for our citizens. I call on my colleagues to join
me in guaranteeing the American people that
we will block the pro-tax crowd in Washington,
D.C., through this amendment. Please vote for
H.J. Res. 37.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in opposition to the validation of
this conference report, which includes in it the
details of the Budget Resolution passed just a
few weeks ago by the Republicans.

At that time I spoke vigorously against the
Budget Resolution because I felt it short-
changed the American people. Also at that
time, I spoke in favor of the Democratic Budg-
et, offered by Ranking Member SPRATT be-
cause it was a responsible budget done right.
Thereafter, when this resolution once again
came before us as it was sent to conference,
I supported Ranking Member SPRATT’s motion
to instruct the conferees to hold off on their
submission of the report until we had passed
legislation addressing the concerns of our
party, and of most Americans—in this case,
preserving and extending the life of Social Se-
curity and Medicare. I go over this litany of de-
tails not to open old wounds, but rather to
demonstrate and testify to the American peo-
ple that the Republicans have had multiple op-
portunities to save Social Security and Medi-
care—and each time they turned away.

As I vote to strike down this report, I do so
only with the well-being of our constituents in
mind. I know that we should be approving a
budget that protects the Social Security and
Medicare Trust funds by putting money back
into those accounts. It should be a budget that
will maintain our current Social Security and
Medicare benefits, and extend their lives until
decades from now, so that all Americans will
be able to take advantage of them. This is es-
pecially true for women, because due to their
longer life expectancy, they must rely on So-
cial Security and Medicare longer than must
most men.

I know that we should be appropriating the
proper resources to modernize, and some
would say revitalize, our public schools. This
budget does the opposite; in fact, it reduces
our domestic spending on programs that pro-
tect the interest of our children. This budget
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jeopardizes the well being of successful pro-
grams by taking $425 million from WIC, and
$501 million from Head Start. Nevertheless, in
this budget most of that money—$800 million
of it—goes instead to tax cuts for the wealthy.

I know that what we should be doing at this
time is authorizing a budget that will protect
America’s families. It should be a budget that
fully funds the Summer Youth Employment
Program, which is cut by over $90 million. It
could be a budget that saves the Community
Development Block Grant Program the indig-
nity of a $50 million cut.

This budget could be more, it could address
the needs of our veterans. We could have and
should have passed the Spratt Amendment,
which would have added an additional $9 bil-
lion for veterans programs. We should be vot-
ing to pass a budget that fully funds LIHEAP,
which provides for necessary heating and
cooling for low-income families in times of ex-
treme weather. LIHEAP literally saved lives in
my district last summer, and I intend to do
what I can to ensure that it is fully funded
every year that I serve in Congress.

I had hoped that during conference, that we
would have seen drastic improvements in this
resolution, improvements that could have been
done in a bipartisan and responsible manner.
I had hoped that my colleagues across the
aisle could be more persuaded by the dedica-
tion of Congressmen SPRATT and
MCDERMOTT. I desperately wanted to take
home to my district a budget that respected
our children, our families, our veterans, and
our elderly—and I still hope to do so.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to vote
against this conference report, and instead
work with us to forge a new budget that will
grow America into the 21st century.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises in principled opposition to House Joint
Resolution 37, the so-called tax limitation
amendment. Certainly it would be more politi-
cally expedient to simply go along and vote in
support of a constitutional amendment requir-
ing two-thirds approval by Congress for any
tax increases. However, as a matter of prin-
ciple and conscience, this Member cannot do
that.

As this Member stated when a similar
amendment was considered by the House in
the past, there is a great burden of proof to
deviate from the basic principle of our democ-
racy—the principle of majority rule. Unfortu-
nately, this Member does not believe the pro-
posed amendment to the U.S. Constitution is
consistent or complementary to this important
principle.

There should be no question of this Mem-
ber’s continued and enthusiastic support for a
balanced budget and a constitutional amend-
ment requiring such a balanced budget. In my
judgment, tax increases should not be em-
ployed to achieve a balanced budget;
balanced budgets should be achieved by eco-
nomic growth and, as appropriate, tax cuts.
That is why this Member in the past has sup-
ported the inclusion of a supermajority require-
ment for tax increases in the rules of the
House. However, to go beyond that and
amend the Constitution is, in this Member’s
opinion, inappropriate and, therefore, the rea-
son why this Member will vote against House
Joint Resolution 37.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOEHNER). All time for debate having

expired, and there being no amendment
offered, pursuant to House Resolution
139, the previous question is ordered on
the joint resolution.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on passage of the joint reso-
lution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays
199, not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 90]

YEAS—229

Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers

Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood

Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin

Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)

Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey

Traficant
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—199

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hill (IN)

Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hyde
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—6

Brown (CA)
Dicks

Hastings (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen

Shuster
Waxman

b 1528

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof), the joint resolution was
not passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.

90, I inadvertently pressed the ‘‘nay’’ button. I
obviously meant to vote ‘‘aye’’ to require a
two-third vote by the Congress to raise taxes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I regret that
due to responsibilities in my congressional dis-
trict that today I was unable to vote on H.J.
Res. 37, the Tax Limitation Amendment. If I
were able to vote today I would have cast my
vote in support of H.J. Res. 37. As a cospon-
sor of the Tax Limitation Amendment, I strong-
ly support its attempt to make it more difficult
for Congress to raise taxes. We in Washington
should be working to cut taxes, not raise
them, and passage of the Tax Limitation
Amendment is a step in the right direction in
our efforts to allow more Americans to keep
more of their own hard-earned money. In con-
clusion, I wholeheartedly support H.J. Res. 37
and urge its passage.
f

EXTENSION OF TAX BENEFITS
AVAILABLE WITH RESPECT TO
SERVICES PERFORMED IN THE
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGO-
SLAVIA AND CERTAIN OTHER
AREAS
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that it be on order
at any time on Thursday, April 15, 1999,
without intervention of any point of
order to consider in the House the bill
(H.R. 1376) to extend the tax benefits
available with respect to services per-
formed in a combat zone to services
performed in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia/Montenegro) and
certain other areas, and for other pur-
poses; second, that the bill be consid-
ered as read for amendment; third, that
the amendment recommended by the
Committee on Ways and Means now
printed in the bill be considered as
adopted; and fourth, that the previous
question be considered as ordered on
the bill, as amended, to final passage
without intervening motion, except,
one, 1 hour of debate on the bill, as
amended, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means; and second, one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions; and fifth, that House Reso-
lution 140 be laid upon the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant

to the previous order of the House, I
call up the bill (H.R. 1376) to extend the
tax benefits available with respect to
services performed in the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia (Serbia/Monte-
negro) and certain other areas, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill

is considered as read for amendment.
The text of H.R. 1376 is as follows:

H.R. 1376
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN TAX BEN-
EFITS FOR SERVICES AS PART OF
OPERATION ALLIED FORCE.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of the
following provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, a qualified hazardous duty area
shall be treated in the same manner as if it
were a combat zone (as determined under
section 112 of such Code):

(1) Section 2(a)(3) (relating to special rule
where deceased spouse was in missing sta-
tus).

(2) Section 112 (relating to the exclusion of
certain combat pay of members of the Armed
Forces).

(3) Section 692 (relating to income taxes of
members of Armed Forces on death).

(4) Section 2201 (relating to members of the
Armed Forces dying in combat zone or by
reason of combat-zone-incurred wounds,
etc.).

(5) Section 3401(a)(1) (defining wages relat-
ing to combat pay for members of the Armed
Forces).

(6) Section 4253(d) (relating to the taxation
of phone service originating from a combat
zone from members of the Armed Forces).

(7) Section 6013(f)(1) (relating to joint re-
turn where individual is in missing status).

(8) Section 7508 (relating to time for per-
forming certain acts postponed by reason of
service in combat zone).

(b) QUALIFIED HAZARDOUS DUTY AREA.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘qualified
hazardous duty area’’ means any area of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia/Mon-
tenegro), Albania, the Adriatic Sea, and the
northern Ionian Sea during the period (which
includes the date of the enactment of this
Act) that any member of the Armed Forces
of the United States is entitled to special
pay under section 310 of title 37, United
States Code (relating to special pay: duty
subject to hostile fire or imminent danger)
for services performed in such area.

(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR SECTION 7508.—Solely
for purposes of applying section 7508 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, in the case of
an individual who is performing services as
part of Operation Allied Force outside the
United States while deployed away from
such individual’s permanent duty station,
the term ‘‘qualified hazardous duty area’’ in-
cludes, during the period for which the enti-
tlement referred to in subsection (b) is in ef-
fect, any area in which such services are per-
formed.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), this section shall take effect
on March 24, 1999.

(2) WITHHOLDING.—Subsection (a)(5) shall
apply to remuneration paid after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
the amendment printed in the bill is
adopted.

The text of H.R. 1376, as amended, is
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN TAX BEN-

EFITS FOR SERVICES AS PART OF
OPERATION ALLIED FORCE.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of the
following provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, a qualified hazardous duty area
shall be treated in the same manner as if it
were a combat zone (as determined under
section 112 of such Code):

(1) Section 2(a)(3) (relating to special rule
where deceased spouse was in missing sta-
tus).

(2) Section 112 (relating to the exclusion of
certain combat pay of members of the Armed
Forces).

(3) Section 692 (relating to income taxes of
members of Armed Forces on death).

(4) Section 2201 (relating to members of the
Armed Forces dying in combat zone or by
reason of combat-zone-incurred wounds,
etc.).

(5) Section 3401(a)(1) (defining wages relat-
ing to combat pay for members of the Armed
Forces).

(6) Section 4253(d) (relating to the taxation
of phone service originating from a combat
zone from members of the Armed Forces).

(7) Section 6013(f)(1) (relating to joint re-
turn where individual is in missing status).

(8) Section 7508 (relating to time for per-
forming certain acts postponed by reason of
service in combat zone).

(b) QUALIFIED HAZARDOUS DUTY AREA.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘qualified
hazardous duty area’’ means any area of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia/Mon-
tenegro), Albania, the Adriatic Sea, and the
northern Ionian Sea (above the 39th parallel)
during the period (which includes the date of
the enactment of this Act) that any member
of the Armed Forces of the United States is
entitled to special pay under section 310 of
title 37, United States Code (relating to spe-
cial pay: duty subject to hostile fire or im-
minent danger) for services performed in
such area.

(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR SECTION 7508.—Solely
for purposes of applying section 7508 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, in the case of
an individual who is performing services as
part of Operation Allied Force outside the
United States while deployed away from
such individual’s permanent duty station,
the term ‘‘qualified hazardous duty area’’ in-
cludes, during the period for which the enti-
tlement referred to in subsection (b) is in ef-
fect, any area in which such services are per-
formed.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), this section shall take effect
on March 24, 1999.

(2) WITHHOLDING.—Subsection (a)(5) shall
apply to remuneration paid after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matter
on H.R. 1376.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I am proud to bring be-

fore the House today H.R. 1376, a bill to
extend combat zone tax benefits to
U.S. troops serving in Operation Allied
Force. H.R. 1376 will provide well-de-
served tax relief to those troops, in-
cluding, first, tax-free treatment of
salaries earned while in the combat
zone; second, a 180-day tax and filing
suspension for our troops and those
supporting them, the 180 days would be
marked from the date the mission has
ended; and third, an exemption from
the telephone excise tax for calls made
by our troops from the combat zone.
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Mr. Speaker, our men and women

serving in Kosovo should be focused en-
tirely on keeping themselves safe from
harm and achieving their mission. Cer-
tainly the last thing they and their
families need to worry about right now
is dealing with the IRS.

They also deserve the favorable tax
treatment that we provide for military
personnel serving in combat areas, be-
cause the vivid footage and photo-
graphs from Yugoslavia clearly show
that this is indeed a combat zone.

I am glad that President Clinton
agrees. Nineteen days after committing
our troops to the Kosovo area and 4
days after I announced our markup,
the President on Monday voiced sup-
port for the main items in this bill, and
said he would issue an executive order
to achieve them. I understand that the
President has now signed that order.

However, our bill goes further than
the President’s executive order. As I
mentioned, our bill gives the tax and
filing suspension not only to those

serving in the combat zone, but also to
those armed service personnel who are
part of Operation Allied Force and who
have been relocated overseas.

Since the President has now signed
the executive order, the revenue costs
associated with the bill are estimated
to be negligible.

I include for the RECORD the revised
revenue table.

The document referred to is as fol-
lows:

ESTIMATED BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1376, RELATING TO TAX RELIEF FOR PERSONNEL IN YUGOSLAVIA, ALBANIA, THE ADRIATIC SEA, AND THE NORTHERN IONIAN SEA, AS APPROVED
BY THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS ON APRIL 13, 1999

[Estimate Includes the Effect of the Executive Order Signed by the President on April 13, 1999, Declaring These Areas a Combat Zone—Fiscal Years 1999–2009 by millions of dollars]

Provision Effective 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 1999–2004 1999–2009

1. Designate ‘‘qualified hazardous duty area’’ to include Yugoslavia, Albania, the Adriatic Sea,
and the Northern Ionian Sea ........................................................................................................... 3/24/99 NO REVENUE EFFECT

2. Provide section 7508 suspensions to certain military personnel outside of hazardous duty area 3/24/99 NEGLIGIBLE REVENUE EFFECT

Net total .................................................................................................................................. NEGLIGIBLE REVENUE EFFECT

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Prepared by Joint Committee on Taxation.

Mr. Speaker, as long as our troops
are under fire, they certainly do not
need to be doing battle with the IRS,
as well. I welcome the bipartisan sup-
port for this bill, and look forward to
its prompt passage.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to join my
chairman in this bipartisan legislation
to show support for our American sol-
diers, our sailors, our airmen and ma-
rines involved in this Allied Force op-
eration in the Kosovo area with this
much needed tax relief.

This legislation would at least re-
lieve the stress of complying with com-
peting deadlines, and the consequences,
of course, of noncompliance for our
servicemen, women, and their families.

We will continue to support their ef-
forts wherever our Armed Forces peo-
ple are, and as the chairman has point-
ed out, President Clinton on April 12
announced his intention to issue an ex-
ecutive order designating this entire
combat area as a combat zone, and we
both agree that is a first good step.

The bill also will extend certain tax
benefits to military personnel not di-
rectly engaged in combat but who oth-
erwise engage in this operation. In ad-
dition, certain support personnel, such
as staff of the Red Cross who support
military personnel in the combat zone,
would receive some tax benefits. These
provisions acknowledge this effort re-
quires the participation of all to make
it successful.

I am glad that we have come to-
gether on this, and I do hope that this
will be the first of several pieces of leg-
islation that the chairman and I will be
bringing to the Floor in a bipartisan
way.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us today
is an example of the good we can accomplish
when we come together in a bipartisan man-
ner and work toward a common goal.

I am especially pleased that the Members of
the Committee on Ways and means came to-
gether in a very bipartisan manner to advance

this legislation. I am confident we will repeat
this bipartisan effort today.

I am proud to be associated with this effort
to provide American soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and marines involved in Allied Force Oper-
ation in the Kosovo area with much needed
tax relief.

I stand here today as a former soldier who
engaged in combat during the Korean war.
Because of this experience, I can unequivo-
cally state that deadlines for filing tax returns
and paying any taxes due are the last thing on
the minds of our service men and women en-
gaged in this operation.

This legislation would help eliminate stress
of complying with the impending deadlines
and the consequences of non-compliance not
only for our service men and women but also
for their families.

Our service men and women continue to
step up to the plate when duty demands it.
They perform their duties with enormous skill
and bravery. We can do likewise by expediting
the passage of this bill and quickly delivering
these benefits to our service men and women
and their families.

On Monday, April 12, 1999, President Clin-
ton announced his intention to issue an Exec-
utive Order designating the Kosovo area of
operations as a ‘‘combat Zone’’. That action is
a good first step.

I am pleased that the bill also would extend
certain tax benefits to military personnel not
directly engaged in combat, but who are other-
wise engaged in this operation. In addition,
certain support personnel such as staff of the
Red Cross who support military personnel in
the combat zone would receive some tax ben-
efits. These provisions acknowledge that this
effort requires the participation of all these in-
dividuals to make it a success.

My personnel experience as a member of
the armed forces and my desire to keep our
military strong with the best America has to
offer will make the passage of this legislation
especially gratifying for me.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BUYER), who has so actively pur-
sued an interest in our troops and how
they are taken care of and how they
are supported.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for bringing this legisla-
tion up, and also thank the President
for following the chairman’s lead on
the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1376, the bill to extend tax benefits to
our brave American military personnel
serving in support operations in Yugo-
slavia. Historically this benefit has
been applied to designated combat
zones.

Let me be very clear. I recently ac-
companied Secretary of Defense Cohen
to his recent trip to headquarters
Aviano and Ramstein air bases in Italy
and in Germany. I came away from
that trip with a couple of very stark
realities.

One, Europe is at war, and the Amer-
ican service personnel are in it. Amer-
ican brave men and women are engaged
in combat. They do not need the bur-
dens of the administrative and bureau-
cratic Tax Code while serving on the
battlefield, even though that battle-
field is through the air power only at
this time.

Currently these benefits are applica-
ble to members of the military serving
in Bosnia. However, the geocoordinates
that have been applied for operations
in Bosnia do not apply to Serbia, Mon-
tenegro, Albania and the Adriatic
Ocean and Indian Ocean.

Although this legislation is included
in a tax relief package, in reality it is
a quality of life issue. As chairman of
the committee concerned with per-
sonnel, I view it with that sense. Con-
gress must pass the provision to pro-
vide the necessary peace of mind that
servicemembers serving in the Yugo-
slavia area operations and their fami-
lies need in order to concentrate on
their assigned combat mission.

The passage of the quality of life and
tax relief package on tax day will send
a critically important message to our
brave military men and women that
members of the military and the Amer-
ican people do care and appreciate
their sacrifice and service under obvi-
ous risk.
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I have one question for the chairman.
Mr. Speaker, since this is an allied

air power operation in which there are
many bases from which these planes
come, if an individual is on a strategic
bomber or providing tactical or stra-
tegic air fueling missions and finds
themselves within the combat zone of
the theater of operations, would they
be covered under this legislation?

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is the intention of
the committee to cover those people
who are in the combat zone. My under-
standing is that if they are in there for
one part of a day, that they would be
covered.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARCHER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BUYER. So if we have a B–1
bomber, a B–2, a B–52, an air fueling
mission from the United States that
goes over and they come back, if they
find themselves in the combat zone,
they are covered by the gentleman’s
legislation?

Mr. ARCHER. If they are in the com-
bat zone.

Mr. BUYER. That is very appro-
priate.

Mr. ARCHER. I would add, for the
gentleman, because I know others will
be concerned about this, that we have
not extended this to any personnel that
stayed domestically located in the
United States of America because we,
in this legislation, do not intend to
change the rules under which we have
operated on all previous engagements.

As a result, although they may be in-
volved in the operation, if they never
leave the United States of America,
then they would not be covered under
this legislation.

Mr. BUYER. I thank the chairman
for his legislation.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON).

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding time to
me.

As the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, Mr. Speak-
er, I recognize the dedication of our
men and women in uniform and the
personal sacrifices that they make to
protect our national security and to
ensure international stability.

American servicemen and women
serving in the Yugoslav area are engag-
ing in difficult and dangerous missions
as good and loyal Americans. It is our
duty to show our appreciation for their
unselfish actions by removing some of
the financial burdens of combat serv-
ice.

As we did for the troops serving in
the Persian Gulf, we must take meas-
ures to exempt the hazardous pay of
U.S. troops and U.S. service personnel
serving in Yugoslavia and that area
from income tax. I urge Members’ sup-
port for this legislation.

I might also add that recently I had
the opportunity to visit with our men
and women in Aviano Air Base, and
also the air base in Ramstein, Ger-
many. I came away with the impres-
sion that these are outstanding young
Americans. They are working hard,
long hours. They are very, very profes-
sional in their duty. I am proud of
what they are doing to ensure the suc-
cess of this effort.

We also have men flying out of Knob
Noster, Missouri, Whiteman Air Force
Base on a very regular basis, a 31-hour
round trip to and from the combat
zone, unloading their bombs and their
precision bombs from the B–2s and then
returning back to the Whiteman Air
Force Base in Missouri.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to ask the rank-
ing member a question.

In light of the fact that the pilots of
the B–2 bombers that fly out of White-
man Air Force Base, Missouri, enter
the combat zone, unload their bombs,
and return without stopping, is it the
intent of this legislation that they be
covered?

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. There is no question
about that, and the chairman has
shared that view.

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gen-
tleman so much.

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to speak in favor of H.R. 1376. Our
American soldiers are far away from home,
fighting for our interests. They are giving up
time with their families, birthdays, anniver-
saries, holidays and other special days. If they
have to give up all the ‘‘good’’ days, the least
we can do is postpone one ‘‘bad’’ day for
them.

American soldiers in combat zones should
not have to worry about tax day. H.R. 1376
gives our soldiers in combat, or in hazardous
duty areas, tax benefits. They will not have to
pay taxes on hazardous duty combat pay.
They will not have to file tax returns until 180
days after they come back. God forbid this
should happen, but if one of our soldiers dies,
their survivors will not have to pay estate
taxes or the soldier’s income taxes. They will
not have to pay income taxes on income
earned in a combat zone. They will not have
to pay the 3 percent federal phone tax, which
none of us should have to pay.

We all worry about today—tax day. We all
dread filling out or taxes and seeing how
much of our hard earned money goes out of
our pockets and to the government. Our sol-
diers have enough to worry about without hav-
ing to worry about taxes.

When I think of Staff Sergeant Andrew Ra-
mirez, Staff Sergeant Christopher Stone and
Specialist Steven Gonzalez, who are now pris-
oners of war being held in a hostile European
country, it puts this all in perspective. It is ab-
surd to think of those three sitting there having
to worry about tax day.

Please support H.R. 1376—It is the least we
can do.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 1376, legislation to provide tax
relief for military personnel serving in Yugo-
slavia.

I commend the Chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Ways and Means Committee for
their timely action on this important legislation.
As we are all aware today is April 15—the
dreaded tax filing day. However, the troops
serving in the Yugoslavian region should not
be burdened with the additional worry of filing
their taxes today.

Our troops are risking their lives to protect
the interests of democracy and human rights
in Kosovo. They are bravely and tirelessly
working to counter an ethnic cleansing of cata-
strophic proportions.

The legislation before us has three impor-
tant features to help the troops.

First, H.R. 1376 says that the troops serving
in the region qualify for hazardous duty pay
and are exempted from all federal income
taxes during their time of service in the com-
bat zone.

Second, H.R. 1376 gives the troops serving
in the combat zone and all personnel serving
in a support role a tax-filing extension of 180
days after their service with the current oper-
ations ends.

Third, the troops serving in the combat zone
would be exempt from the 3 percent phone
excise tax on all telephone calls.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to pass this
important legislation to help our brave service-
men and women. Easing their tax burden is
the least we can do to show our appreciation
for their sacrifice and dedication.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of H.R. 1376. This bill will ex-
tend tax benefits to U.S. military personnel
serving in the NATO campaign against Yugo-
slavia.

Mr. Speaker; the men and women serving
our nation in conjunction with the NATO oper-
ations in Yugoslavia should know they have
our full support. The endeavors in which they
have been engaged serve a higher purpose.
For Mr. Speaker, I know of no one who wants
to see the continuation of conflict in Europe.
The United States and its NATO allies cannot
walk away from these ethnic, religious, and ra-
cial atrocities. NATO’s efforts and those of our
men and women in the Yugoslavian region are
dedicated towards a noble cause of trying to
get the world to live on human terms.

The forces are working to save innocent
lives, to protect the peace and freedom and
stability of Europe. These forces will put an
end to Milosevic’s notion that it is okay to up-
root, destroy and murder people simply be-
cause he does not like their ethnic background
or religion. I and the other Members of this
body, are profoundly grateful for the sacrifices
of the young men and women called to serve
this nation. Let me also pause to thank the
families and loved ones of our service mem-
bers, we should not take for granted the sac-
rifice that they make on a daily basis.

I am committed to support you in any way
that I can. I was pleased to see that President
Clinton early this week issued an executive
order making tax-free most or all of the pay
received by U.S. Military personnel in Yugo-
slavia combat zone. President Clinton’s execu-
tive order also extended suspended for U.S.
civilians in the war zone.

H.R. 1376 will extend tax benefits to U.S.
military personnel serving in the NATO cam-
paign. U.S. troops receiving ‘‘hazardous duty’’
pay, a salary bonus for serving in a hostile
area, would not have to pay income tax on
any pay earned while in the Yugoslavia com-
bat zone. In addition, the troops would be ex-
empt from filing income tax, from filing income
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tax returns during their ‘‘hazardous duty’’ serv-
ice, and would not have to file final returns
until 180 days after such service ends.

This measure should enjoy bipartisan sup-
port because our troops should not have to
worry about their taxes. I urge my colleagues
to support our troops in their current mission
by supporting this bill. I support this mission,
our troops, and pray that they are successful
in their efforts to restore peace and stability to
Europe.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

b 1545

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). All time has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, the previous question is ordered
on the bill, as amended.

The question is on engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 0,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 91]

YEAS—424

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner

Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest

Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards

Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg

Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter

Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins

Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller

Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10

Brown (CA)
Dicks
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)

Istook
Moakley
Ros-Lehtinen
Shuster

Sweeney
Waxman

b 1612

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I missed roll-

call No. 91. My daughter is a finalist in ‘‘Writ-
ing Olympics’’ and I will be attending her con-
test. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yes.’’

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-
ably detained in committee and missed rollcall
vote No. 91, which was on H.R. 1376, a bill
to provide tax benefits to American military
personnel in Yugoslavia, had I been present,
I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I regret that
due to responsibilities in my congressional dis-
trict that today I was unable to vote on H.R.
1376, ‘‘Tax Benefits to American Military per-
sonnel in Yugoslavia.’’ If I were able to vote
on H.R. 1376 I would have voted in favor of
this important bill. This bill which provides tax
relief to our brave servicemen and service-
women is the least we can do for our soldiers
who are putting their lives on the line in serv-
ice of our country. It is my hope and belief that
this bill will be approved quickly by the Con-
gress and signed by the President so that we
can give a little back to the men and women
who are giving our nation so much.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I was
unavoidably detained and wish to be recorded
as a ‘‘yes’’ vote on final passage of H.J. Res.
37 (rollcall 90) and H.R. 1376 (rollcall 91).

f

PERMITTING USE OF ROTUNDA OF
CAPITOL FOR CEREMONY IN
HONOR OF FIFTIETH ANNIVER-
SARY OF NATO, AND WEL-
COMING REPUBLIC OF POLAND,
REPUBLIC OF HUNGARY, AND
THE CZECH REPUBLIC INTO
NATO

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on House Administration be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
81) permitting the use of the rotunda of
the Capitol for a ceremony in honor of
the Fiftieth Anniversary of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
and welcoming the three newest mem-
bers of NATO, the Republic of Poland,
the Republic of Hungary, and the Czech
Republic, into NATO, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I will not ob-
ject, but under my reservation I would
be pleased to allow the chairman of the
Committee on House Administration,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS), the opportunity to explain
the resolution.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

As was indicated, this is the use of
the rotunda for the celebration of the
fiftieth anniversary of NATO, and it is
an especially important fiftieth anni-
versary because of the beginning of the
expansion of NATO across what we
used to know historically as the Iron
Curtain.

b 1615

It is, in fact, probably the best evi-
dence we have seen of the reunification
of Europe with the admission of the
Republic of Poland and the Republic of
Hungary and the Czech Republic.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I of course
agree with the characterization of this
resolution and would add, under my
reservation, my own remarks that it is
certainly appropriate that this House
recognize and allow the recognition of
NATO in the Rotunda.

NATO is one of the, perhaps, if not
the most successful alliance in the his-
tory of the world in terms of maintain-
ing and keeping peace. There is cer-
tainly none that excel it. And I am
pleased to join with the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) in the
support of this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, but I will not ob-
ject, I welcome this measure. Next
week we will be privileged to host in
Washington the 50th anniversary of our
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
The Congress is honored to be able to
play a part in these festivities.

The resolution will enable us to uti-
lize the Rotunda to hold an appropriate
ceremony in connection with this very
important 50th anniversary commemo-
ration. I urge my colleagues to support
the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from California?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the concurrent reso-

lution, as follows:
H. CON. RES. 81

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the rotunda of the

United States Capitol is authorized to be
used on April 23, 1999, for a ceremony in
honor of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
and welcoming the three newest members of
NATO, the Republic of Poland, the Republic
of Hungary, and the Czech Republic, into
NATO. Physical preparations for the cere-
mony shall be carried out in accordance with
such conditions as the Architect of the Cap-
itol may prescribe.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

RECOGNIZING AND HONORING
CREWMEMBERS OF U.S.S. ‘‘ALA-
BAMA’’ AND U.S.S. ALABAMA
CREWMEN’S ASSOCIATION

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the resolution (H. Res. 123) recognizing
and honoring the crewmembers of the
U.S.S. Alabama (BB–60) and the U.S.S.
Alabama Crewmen’s Association, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 123

Whereas the U.S.S. ALABAMA (BB–60) was
a South Dakota class battleship that served
first in the North Atlantic and then in the
Pacific Fleet during World War II;

Whereas in the course of World War II, the
crewmembers of the U.S.S. ALABAMA di-
rectly shot down 22 enemy aircraft;

Whereas the crewmembers of the U.S.S.
ALABAMA earned the American Service
Medal, the European-African-Middle Eastern
Medal, the Asiatic-Pacific Campaign Medal
with 9 Battle Stars, the Philippine Republic
Presidential Unit Citation, the Philippine
Liberation Ribbon, the World War II Victory
Medal, and the Navy Occupation Service
Medal;

Whereas the crewmembers of the U.S.S.
ALABAMA were a courageous group, braving
both the Arctic chill and the Pacific heat to
help defend the Nation against enemy op-
pression;

Whereas many former crewmembers of the
U.S.S. ALABAMA belong to the U.S.S. ALA-
BAMA Crewmen’s Association;

Whereas each year former crewmembers
participate in an annual reunion to celebrate
their shared service, memories, and friend-
ship; and

Whereas more than 100 former crew-
members, along with family and friends, are
expected to participate in the next reunion,
which will be held from April 15 to 18, 1999,
aboard the U.S.S. ALABAMA at Battleship
Memorial Park in Mobile, Alabama: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives recognizes and honors the crew-
members of the U.S.S. ALABAMA (BB–60)
and the U.S.S. ALABAMA Crewmen’s Asso-
ciation for their valuable contributions to
victory and peace in World War II and to the
security and prosperity of the Nation.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
THAT GOVERNMENT OF FED-
ERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA
AND PRESIDENT MILOSEVIC RE-
LEASE UNITED STATES SERV-
ICEMEN AND ABIDE BY GENEVA
CONVENTION

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on International Relations and
the Committee on Armed Services be
discharged from further consideration
of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 83) expressing the sense of the
Congress that the Government of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and its
President Slobodan Milosevic release
the three illegally detained United
States servicemen and abide by the Ge-
neva Convention protocols regarding
the treatment of both prisoners of war
and innocent civilians, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, and I will
not object, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) for an ex-
planation of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution ex-
presses the sense of the Congress that
the Government of the Federal Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia and its President,
Slobodan Milosevic, should release the
three U.S. servicemen now in his cus-
tody. This certainly is an issue of the
highest national concern, and our
thoughts and prayers are with these
brave individuals and their families.

I want to commend the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO) for
bringing this measure forward at this
time. This resolution duly states that
the Yugoslav authorities are respon-
sible under the Geneva Convention for
the treatment of Staff Sergeant Chris-
topher Stone of Smith’s Creek, Michi-
gan; Staff Sergeant Andrew A. Ramirez
of Los Angeles, California; and Spe-
cialist Steven M. Gonzales of Hunts-
ville, Texas.

Frankly, it is outrageous that
Milosevic and his henchmen are toying
with these soldiers, exploiting them for
their own purposes and at the same
time refusing to honor their commit-
ment under the Geneva Convention to
permit access of the International
Committee of the Red Cross to verify
that these men are not being mis-
treated.

The only photos that we have seen of
these men since their abduction indi-
cate that we indeed have cause to be
highly concerned with regard to their
well-being. The fact that our service-
men were engaged in a peaceful activ-
ity, ensuring the stability of the region
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and helping to prevent the spread of
the conflict, only heightens our out-
rage over the exploitation of their cap-
tivity by the Yugoslav authorities.

I hope that we will, through this res-
olution, signal our strong support for
our military personnel, for their fami-
lies, and also send the message to the
Yugoslav Government and its leaders
that we are going to hold them strictly
accountable for their swift and safe re-
turn.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
unanimously support H. Con. Res. 83.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker,
under my reservation of objection, I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. BONIOR).

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

I just wanted to take the floor, Mr.
Speaker, to express my appreciation to
the Speaker, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HASTERT), for bringing this
resolution to the floor in a timely fash-
ion and for being cooperative on this. I
think he does the House proud in the
way he has acted on this piece of legis-
lation, and I wanted him to know that
we thank him on this side of the aisle
for his courtesies and for the expedi-
tious manner in which he has handled
this.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), as well
as my colleague from California (Mrs.
NAPOLITANO) who has offered this reso-
lution and for her leadership, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON), my friend the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN), the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE) and all of the others who made
this possible.

With this resolution, the House reaf-
firms its deep commitment and con-
cern for our soldiers in captivity:
Christopher Stone, Steven Gonzales,
and Andrew Ramirez.

And as the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) so correctly stated just a
second ago, we insist that Slobodan
Milosevic and the Yugoslavs follow the
Geneva Convention with respect to
these three soldiers and that they be
allowed to be visited by the Red Cross
and they be treated humanely while
they are captive. These brave men are
in our thoughts, and we join Americans
everywhere in praying for their swift
and safe return.

Again, I want to congratulate my
colleague from California (Mrs.
NAPOLITANO) for her leadership on this
issue.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker,
further reserving the right to object, I
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) and the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) and everybody
involved. It was a joint effort. It was
not just my doing. So I thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN)
for his support and really fast-tracking
it.

House Concurrent Resolution 83 ex-
presses the sentiment not only of the

United States Congress, but of the
American people that we support our
three brave young men being held pris-
oner in Yugoslavia: U.S. Army Staff
Sergeant Andrew Ramirez, Staff Ser-
geant Christopher Stone, and Spe-
cialist Steven M. Gonzales.

Their patriotism, their bravery, and
their service to our country is both
humbling and inspiring. These coura-
geous men went to Europe prepared to
make the ultimate sacrifice for the
noble causes of peace and freedom. Now
that their own freedom is at stake, the
United States, its Congress, and the
American people stand firmly in soli-
darity with them and their families in
calling for their release.

I thank all my colleagues for joining
me in supporting these brave soldiers
of ours and praying for their speedy re-
turn to freedom. And God bless all our
servicemen throughout the world.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the concurrent reso-

lution, as follows:
H. CON. RES. 83

Whereas United States Army Staff Sgt.
Andrew A. Ramirez, 24, of Los Angeles; Staff
Sgt. Christopher J. Stone, 25, of Smiths
Creek, Michigan and San Antonio Texas, and
Spc. Steven M. Gonzales, 21, of Huntsville,
Texas were abducted from Macedonian terri-
tory by Serb forces on March 31, 1999, while
patrolling the Kumanovo area 3 miles from
the southern Yugoslavia border;

Whereas these 3 honorable United States
soldiers, serving in noncombatant status, are
now in the custody of the Government of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and its Presi-
dent Slobodan Milosevic;

Whereas the Geneva Convention, the 1949
treaty setting forth international protocols
for the treatment of both civilians and mili-
tary personnel during armed conflicts and
declared wars, stipulates that prisoners of
war must at all times be humanely treated,
provided any necessary medical assistance,
protected against acts of violence or intimi-
dation and against insults and public curi-
osity and evacuated from any area of danger;

Whereas the Geneva Convention also pro-
hibits putting prisoners of war on trial for
engaging in ordinary acts of warfare for
which the capturing country’s own soldiers
would not be charged;

Whereas under the Geneva Convention, the
International Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC) has the right to nonsupervised visits
of prisoners to ensure they are being treated
well;

Whereas the Yugoslav Government has as
yet not responded to the ICRC’s requests;
and

Whereas sanctions can be applied to sig-
natories of the Geneva Convention for failing
to abide by the convention: Now, therefore,
be it:

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That—

(1) the United States Government should
commend the 3 detained United States sol-
diers for their exemplary service, bravery,
duty to their country, and part in helping to
ensure a peaceful multiethnic democratic
Kosovo on the basis of the Rambouillet Ac-
cords;

(2) the United States Government should
continue to forcefully press the Yugoslav

Government and its president Slobodan
Milosevic for the unconditional release of
the 3 detained United States servicemen and,
in the interim, demand their health and safe-
ty, and that the International Committee of
the Red Cross be allowed to visit the service-
men and verify their condition without su-
pervision;

(3) the United States Government should
condemn any move on the part of the Gov-
ernment of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia to put the three detained United
States servicemen on trial—an act expressly
forbidden by the Geneva Convention;

(4) the United States Government should
hold the Government of the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia and its President Slobodan
Milosevic personally responsible for the wel-
fare of the 3 detained United States service-
men;

(5) the United States Government should
continue to condemn the atrocities com-
mitted by the Yugoslav Army or para-
military forces against civilians in Kosovo,
particularly crimes associated with ‘‘ethnic
cleansing’’; and

(6) the United States Government should
support the prosecution under the Geneva
Convention of all commanders of the Yugo-
slav Army or paramilitary forces taking part
in acts of ethnic cleaning against civilians.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment in the nature of a substitute

offered by Mr. GILMAN:
Strike all after the resolving clause and in-

sert the following:
That—

(1) the United States Government should
commend the 3 detained United States sol-
diers for their patriotism, bravery, service,
and duty to their country;

(2) the United States Government should
continue to forcefully press the Yugoslav
Government and its president Slobodan
Milosevic for the unconditional release of
the 3 detained United States servicemen and,
in the interim, to guarantee their health and
safety, and permit the International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross to visit the service-
men and verify their condition without su-
pervision, and that all other provisions of
the Geneva Conventions be fully respected;

(3) the United States Government should
condemn any move on the part of the Gov-
ernment of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia to put the three detained United
States servicemen on trial or subject them
to public display; and

(4) the United States Government should
hold the Government of the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia and its President Slobodan
Milosevic directly responsible for the welfare
of the 3 detained United States servicemen.

Mr. GILMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN).

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.
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AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE OFFERED BY

MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment to the preamble.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment to the preamble offered by Mr.

GILMAN:
Strike the preamble and insert the fol-

lowing:
Whereas United States Army Staff Sgt.

Andrew A. Ramirez, 24, of Los Angeles; Staff
Sgt. Christopher J. Stone, 25, of Smiths
Creek, Michigan and San Antonio Texas, and
Spc. Steven M. Gonzales, 21, of Huntsville,
Texas were captured on March 31, 1999, while
patrolling the Kumanovo area;

Whereas these 3 honorable United States
soldiers are now in the custody of the Gov-
ernment of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia and its President Slobodan Milosevic;

Whereas the Geneva Conventions, the 1949
treaties setting forth international require-
ments for the treatment of both civilians
and military personnel during armed con-
flicts, stipulates that prisoners of war must
at all times be humanely treated, provided
any necessary medical assistance, protected
against acts of violence or intimidation and
against insults and public curiosity and
evacuated from any area of danger;

Whereas the Third Geneva Convention also
prohibits putting prisoners of war on trial
for engaging in ordinary acts of warfare for
which the capturing country’s own soldiers
would not be charged;

Whereas under the Geneva Conventions,
the International Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC) has the right to nonsupervised
visits of prisoners to ensure they are being
treated well;

Whereas the Yugoslav Government has as
yet not responded to the ICRC’s requests;
and

Whereas sanctions can be applied to par-
ties to the Geneva Conventions for failing to
abide by the conventions: Now, therefore, be
it:

Mr. GILMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the amendment to the
preamble offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

The amendment to the preamble was
agreed to.

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment to the title.

The Clerk read as follows:
Title amendment offered by Mr. GILMAN:
Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘Concurrent

resolution expressing the sense of the Con-
gress that the Government of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia and its President
Slobodan Milosevic release the three de-
tained United States servicemen and abide
by the Geneva Conventions regarding the
treatment of both prisoners of war and civil-
ians.’’.

The title amendment was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
APRIL 19, 1999

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the

House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
APRIL 20, 1999

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, April 19,
1999, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, April 20, for morning hour de-
bates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the busi-
ness in order under the Calendar
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on
Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTION
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, it is tax
day in America. On April 15 each year,
each of us has dutifully fulfilled our
duty. We have filled out forms, written
checks, and stood or are standing in
long lines at the post office. We do this
because it is our obligation and be-
cause it is the law.

Well, many parents have another ob-
ligation under the law, and that is to
pay support for their children. But four
out of five noncustodial parents simply
do not pay, and they are getting away
scot-free.

Mr. Speaker, such irresponsibility
not only hurts their own children but
drains the Federal budget and causes
the deficit that we fill with our tax dol-

lars, a deficit that increases with in-
creased demand on welfare and other
Federal programs that our children
need for those of us living up to our re-
sponsibilities.

This is simply unfair. And most of
all, it is unfair and outright cruel for
the children involved. When a parent
fails to pay child support, children hear
a clear message. The message is that
they do not matter.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) and I believe that it is time to
show these children that they do mat-
ter, it is time for us as a Nation to care
as much about our children as we do
about the IRS. That is why today we
unveiled legislation to put the Federal
Government in charge of collecting
child support.

As many people know, I have a very
special interest in reforming child sup-
port collection. I know firsthand about
the difficulty of not receiving child
support because 30 years ago I was left
to fend for my three children, 1, 3, and
5 years old, when their father did not
pay 1 cent of child support.
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With no means to collect child sup-

port, even though I was employed, I
went on welfare to make ends meet.
Had we received the child support that
was due us, we would not have been on
welfare.

The legislation that the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and I are in-
troducing today, the Compassion for
Children and Child Support Enforce-
ment Act, makes paying child support
as important as paying taxes, and it
makes sure that deadbeat parents
know it. Simply put, our bill will fed-
eralize child support collection and dis-
bursement. Court-ordered support pay-
ments would simply be withheld from
an employee’s pay, just like other pay-
roll deductions. It is easy, it is effi-
cient, and it will work better than the
fragmented State-by-State system now
in place. After billions of dollars of
Federal assistance, States still collect
only 22 percent of what children are
owed.

Now, to be fair, that is an increase,
because 2 years ago child support col-
lection rates were only 20 percent. But
if we wait for collection to go up 2 per-
cent each year, custodial parents will
be collecting Social Security before
they collect child support. Our kids
cannot afford to wait that long.

In my home State of California, our
children will have an even longer wait
under the current system. California is
one of nine States without a State-
wide tracking system up and running.
California has wasted $200 million to
build a system which has never gotten
off the ground. Without a system in
place, our State could face $400 million
in fines by the year 2002 for failing to
meet Federal deadlines.

This failure is a shame. It is a dis-
aster for California’s children. But be-
yond that, it demonstrates the most
fundamental flaw in the current sys-
tem. A chain is only as strong as its
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weakest link. One county, one State
not quite up to par, and a deadbeat par-
ent has an instant safe haven to avoid
child support collection.

With our legislation, deadbeat par-
ents will have nowhere to hide. Cross a
county line or a State border, and we
still have a hold on the paycheck. I
know it will surprise our fellow citi-
zens who are standing in line at the
post office to send their tax returns in
as we speak, but the IRS has an 84 per-
cent success rate. We can and must
harness that success for our children.
f

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take the 5 minute
special order of the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

PEACE HAWKS—WITH EYES ON
THE GROUND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I came
down to take this 5-minute special
order because I read in the Washington
Times this morning an excellent arti-
cle by Elaine Donnelly that so aptly
puts where we are today and puts
things in perspective as it relates to
Kosovo, that I wanted to come down to
the floor and read it on the floor be-
cause it puts so well what I had been
thinking. It goes like this, and I quote:

‘‘As President Clinton continues the
bombing campaign over Kosovo, confu-
sion abounds. Former ‘doves’ are cheer-
ing but traditional ‘hawks’ appalled by
Mr. Clinton’s command blunders, don’t
know what to say. Concerned Ameri-
cans want to support the troops, but
they are flummoxed by a President
who is misusing authority over them.

‘‘To make sense of what is hap-
pening, it helps to recognize Mr. Clin-
ton is not conducting a serious, tradi-
tional war. If he were, the first wave of
NATO planes would have reduced the
palace of Slobodan Milosevic, Rem-
brandt painting and all, to smoking
smithereens.

‘‘The Kosovo operation is different
and oxymoronic. It is a ‘peace war’
waged by ‘peace hawks’ pursuing a
dovish social agenda. Peace hawks are
global idealists and former anti-war ac-
tivists, including the youthful Bill
Clinton, who used to ‘loathe’ the mili-
tary because it uses lethal force. Now
that he is commander in chief, Mr.
Clinton can use the troops for more
virtuous purposes.

‘‘‘Doing good’ on a worldwide scale
appeals to peace hawks, who are moti-
vated by altruism, not patriotism. The
sight of uniformed peacekeepers dis-
tributing food in faraway places makes
their hearts sing. As columnist Paul

Gigot wrote: ‘It’s as if liberals feel bet-
ter waging war when U.S. interests
aren’t at stake.’

‘‘The Kosovo peace war is all about
good intentions and grand social objec-
tives. President Clinton said so in a
speech before a public employees’
union on March 23, rambling on about
a vision of ‘diversity, community, be-
longing, and wanting our neighbors to
do well,’ the President rhapsodized,
‘This is why I devoted so much time,’
quoting the President, ‘to that initia-
tive on race and why I keep fighting for
passage of the Hate Crimes legislation,
the Employment Nondiscrimination,
gay rights legislation, all these things,
because I am telling you look all over
the world—that’s what Kosovo is
about. People are still killing each
other out of primitive urges because
they think what is different about
them is more important than what
they have in common,’’’ close quote.

‘‘Mr. Clinton conceded that the peo-
ple of Yugoslavia had been battling off
and on for hundreds of years, but exult-
ing in his own enlightened insight, Mr.
Clinton said, ‘It is an insult to them to
say that somehow they were intrinsi-
cally made to murder one another.’

‘‘Deriding those who would say,
‘They’re just that way’ to excuse vio-
lence in Northern Ireland or mis-
behavior among children, the President
added, ‘Well, if every parent said that,
the jails would be five times as big as
they are. That’s not true. I just don’t
believe that. And I know what hap-
pened in Bosnia, where we found the
unity and the will to stand up against
the aggression, and we helped to end
the war. And later, to make sure the
peace would last, we agreed to send
troops in with our allies. And I think it
was a good investment.’

‘‘So there you have it—victory, as de-
fined by Bill Clinton. Like a parent dis-
ciplining an unruly child, our peace-
war commander in chief is saying to
Kosovo, ‘Can’t you just get along?’
NATO is supposed to continue the
bombing, in order to pacify warring
factions in Serbia and Kosovo. The ul-
timate goal is to duplicate the edgy si-
lence of Bosnia, and enforce it with
NATO peacekeepers for years, perhaps
for decades. This is the ‘it’ we are ‘in’,
and there is no way Americans can
win.

‘‘The entire operation was conceived
and launched by Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright, who once said to
General Colin Powell, then chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ‘What’s the
point of having this superb military
that you’re always talking about if we
can’t use it?’ General Powell wrote in
his autobiography that Mrs. Albright’s
outburst, made during a briefing on
Bosnia, almost gave him an aneurysm.
The general tried to explain that
‘American GIs are not toy soldiers to
be moved around on some sort of global
gameboard.’

‘‘But Mrs. Albright is finally getting
her way, despite reported warnings
from the current Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Once again uniformed leaders are being
ordered to make war and peace simul-
taneously.’’

As the late Army Gen. Creighton Abrams,
Vietnam-era Chief of Staff used to say, ‘‘Fight-
ing in the name of peace is like seeking virtue
in a bordello.’’

It is time to start over, before a bad situation
gets worse. The deployment of land troops for
combat—daintily described by Mrs. Albright as
a ‘‘nonpermissive environment’’—will not bring
peace to a Kosovo that no longer exists. Why
not follow the president’s lead, and do some-
thing to make everyone feel better about the
situation?

There are lots of creative ways to achieve
the president’s stated goals—diversity, com-
munity and belonging—without passing bad
legislation or needlessly putting combat sol-
diers at risk. For starters, Mr. Clinton’s Holly-
wood friends could stage a remake of that
memorable soft-drink commercial—the one
featuring a hillside of children folk-singing
about apple trees, honey bees, and buying the
world a Coke.

With help, Balkan refugees could participate
in the production. Perhaps the International
Monetary Fund could take the $5 billion loan
that Russian Prime Minister Yevgeny
Primakov recently passed up, and divert it to
Albania and other neighboring countries that
are willing to provide clean clothes, food, and
safe, temporary housing.

Forget the usual presidential photo-ops with
deployed soldiers in fatigues. Let Bill Clinton
risk his own neck for a change. To burnish his
legacy, he could fly into Belgrade on an
Apache helicopter, and play the saxophone at
one of those rock concerts. Even with bullet-
proof glass, it would make a great picture for
the history books—just like the ones of John
F. Kennedy in Berlin and Ronald Reagan at
the Wall.

Then the belligerent Balkan leaders could
be flown back to the White House for some
friendly attitude adjustment. They could even
shake hands in front of a beaming president,
arms outstretched in a striking freeze frame
that would make everyone feel good. So all to-
gether now . . . let’s join hands, light a can-
dle, and sing ‘‘Kumbaya.’’ We can win the
peace war in Kosovo. Just keep our soldiers
out of it.
f

TAX DEDUCTION FAIRNESS ACT
OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to introduce legislation that will help
restore tax fairness to millions of peo-
ple in my home State of Washington
and in other States throughout this
great Nation. The problem, Mr. Speak-
er, is the lack of a deduction for sales
taxes in the current tax code. Although
the government allows tax deductions
for a number of things, State and local
income taxes, property taxes, self-em-
ployment taxes and others, one cat-
egory is noticeably missing and that is
sales tax. Today and every year at this
time, taxpayers send their tax returns
to the IRS. It is a ritual that all Amer-
icans have become accustomed to. It is
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often frustrating. But we do it because
we have to uphold our duties as a cit-
izen. But that ritual brings added frus-
tration for taxpayers in my State. A
taxpayer in my State who has identical
income and expenses to someone in an-
other State should be able to deduct
the amount they pay in State income
tax, but that is not the case in Wash-
ington. We have no income tax, and we
are not allowed to deduct our State
sales taxes.

Folks in my State have the same
amount of Federal income taxes with-
held from their paychecks, but when it
comes time to itemize their returns,
they can only deduct nothing, because
they have no income tax and they are
not allowed to deduct their sales tax. It
is not that we pay less in taxes. On the

contrary, we are in the top quarter of
States in the amount of our personal
income that goes to taxes. But thanks
to the change in the tax code in 1986
when lawmakers decided to remove the
deduction for sales taxes, people in
Washington State were shortchanged.

Let me ask this simple question.
Should residents of Washington have to
pay hundreds more to the Federal
treasury than those who live in other
States, including States right across
the river? Does it make sense for the
Federal Government to dictate to
States how they should structure their
tax system? I would assert that the an-
swer is clearly no. Federal taxes should
be levied on all of our Nation’s citizens
in a fair and equitable manner, not in
a way that gives preference to some

who happen to live in one State with
an income tax while penalizing resi-
dents in States with sales taxes.

That is why today I am introducing
legislation to correct this inequity. My
bill, the Tax Deduction Fairness Act of
1999, would reinstate the sales tax de-
duction and direct the IRS to develop
tables of average sales tax liabilities
for taxpayers in every State. It would
then give the taxpayer an option, to
deduct either the State income tax or
their State sales taxes paid in the pre-
vious year.

Frankly, this is nothing new. Before
1986, taxpayers were allowed to use
simple tables to deduct their sales tax.

Mr. Speaker, I enter into the RECORD

a sample of the form that was used in
1986.
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Critics might suggest this would

make the tax code more complex. I am
the last to want to make the tax code
more complex and in fact I will work
vigorously to simplify that code. But

the bill I am introducing today does
not complicate the tax code. It adds
one very simple line to one simple form
already filled out by a taxpayer
itemizing his or her deductions. Adding

that line will save our taxpayers hun-
dreds of dollars every year. For clarity,
I will submit that Schedule A for the
RECORD as well.
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If you look simply at line 5 of Sched-

ule A, you see where people who pay in-
come taxes to their State can deduct
that, and you will see there is no line
for Washington State taxpayers or tax-
payers in similar States to deduct their
sales tax.

This is not a complicated bill. It is a
very simple bill, it is a fair bill and I
would urge my colleagues to support it.
We have an obligation to treat citizens
fairly at the Federal level. That is why
I am here, to fight for simple fairness.

This is the second time I have stood
here in this well in less than a month
to sponsor legislation that will protect
our citizens from being subjected to
unfair taxation. I will come back to the
well of this House again and again
until we achieve that standard.

I hope that my colleagues will see
the wisdom of this fair proposal and
that we can take swift action to re-
store this common-sense option. I in-
vite them to join me in this effort for
the simple reason that it is the right
thing to do.
f

ON NATIONAL SECURITY
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this afternoon out of concern for
the State of America’s national secu-
rity. I do not want to speak directly to
the ongoing operations in Kosovo
today, although I am deeply troubled
by the enormous uncertainties that
seem to be the consequence of a poorly
planned policy. Instead, I want to ad-
dress the consequences of Kosovo on
the U.S. military presence worldwide. I
believe we are facing a period of unac-
ceptable risk.

Our armed forces are spread across
the globe, from South Korea to Latin
America. We are engaged in areas that
are clearly essential to American secu-
rity and in areas that are clearly tan-
gential to our security. We are engaged
in what are essentially two air wars on
two continents at the same time to
which we are asking combat engineers
to devote themselves to building roads
and bridges. We are deterring invasion
and we are garrisoning in support of
peace agreements.

What we must consider is whether we
are doing too much and we spread too
thin. Historically we have been warned
of the dangers of ‘‘imperial over-
stretch.’’ Unfortunately, I have fears
that we are reaching such a point
today. I do not want to call for re-
trenchment or retreat, but we must
ask if we have gone too far and if we
have asked too much of the armed
forces. If we have, it is the job of Con-
gress and the administration to work
together to identify solutions.

In 1997, the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view reaffirmed the requirement that
the U.S. must be prepared to fight two
nearly simultaneously major theater
wars while also staying ready for lesser
contingencies. I have argued in Con-
gress that the available funding for the
Department of Defense has been inad-
equate to meet those requirements.

When the United States fought the
1991 Persian Gulf War, we had about 3.2
million soldiers in the active and re-
serve components. Ten years later,
today, we have 900,000 fewer men and
women in uniform.
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The Army, which has been tasked
with the responsibility of maintaining
the majority of our overseas presence,
has seen its active duty end strength
fall by some 40 percent since 1991.
Today we maintain as a matter of na-
tional strategy 100,000 troops in Asia
and another 100,000 troops in Europe.
We now have more than 20,000 per-
sonnel actively engaged in Operation
Allied Force, and nearly 40,000 per-
sonnel are engaged in an astonishing 20
other operations around the world
today, and the situation today varies
only slightly from the breakneck oper-
ational pace since the Persian Gulf
War. A recent Congressional Research
Service report counts 28 different con-
tingency operations from 1991 until
now at a cost of nearly $18 billion. The
President has committed our resources
to these operations.

The Air Mobility Command Base in
my hometown of Spokane at Fairchild
is an example of this extraordinary in-
tensive operational tempo. Fairchild is
kept very busy supporting KC–135 aer-
ial refueling tankers from 16 different
locations around the world. Ninety-
seven percent of the total crew force
from the 92nd Airlift Wing is deployed
today.

We are trying to maintain this level
of international presence with increas-
ingly ancient equipment. The KC–135’s
based at Fairchild have an average age
of 37 years. There is no planning for re-
placement largely because there are no
funds available. The B–52s, which were
also once based at Fairchild, are slight-
ly older, yet the Air Force intends to
keep them in the inventory until 2040.
No replacement is in sight, another
victim of dramatically smaller defense
budgets. Despite the intensive oper-
ational pace, defense spending has fall-
en 30 percent from Fiscal Year 1991 lev-
els and 40 percent from Fiscal Year 1985
levels.

As we overcommit our forces to tan-
gential operations around the globe,
the risk increases. Troops deployed in
Haiti cannot immediately support mis-
sions in Korea, and troops trained to
keep the peace in Bosnia are not com-
bat ready if they are called upon to de-
fend Kuwait.

A rubber band can only be stretched
so far before it breaks, and I fear we
are nearing that point. Mr. Milosevic
called the Clinton administration’s
bluff in Kosovo, and 3 weeks ago Amer-
ican forces were pitched into a war we
had not planned for and lacked the re-
sources to immediately support. What
would formerly have been considered a
lesser contingency has now tied down a
significant number of our conventional
combat power.

General Clark’s recent request for re-
inforcements is for a total of 800 planes
in the region, tying up nearly seven
combat air wings out of a total of 20 in
Europe. Our most important assets are

committed. We have heavily taxed our
available airlift. It is all tied up with
supporting our forces and the refugees
in Kosovo. There is no carrier battle
group providing coverage in Northeast
Asia because of the need to support the
Balkan mission. We have nearly ex-
pended all available air launched cruise
missiles, and both the Air Force and
the Navy have submitted emergency
requests to replenish depleted stores.

Now it looks like the President is
going to be calling up the Reserves to
support this mission, the first call-up
since the Persian Gulf War. Can we sus-
tain this pace? It is very questionable.
We must fund it if we are going to sus-
tain it.

The services have presented the National
Security Appropriations Subcommittee a list of
unfunded requirements that amounts to over
$7 million a year, and these funds are needed
just to meet the military’s most critical needs,
not considering any of the shortfalls that have
emerged in the last few weeks. This is a seri-
ous situation and supplemental funding should
include not just the costs of the operation, but
also the critical funds that the military needs to
step back from the brink to which it has been
pushed. We must reverse continued deteriora-
tion of our Armed Forces.

f

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES GROUP
LONG-TERM CARE INSURANCE
ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CUMMINGS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, the
provision of long-term care insurance
coverage to Federal employees is an
important priority for me as ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service. On January 6, I introduced
H.R. 110, the Federal Employees Group
Long-Term Care Insurance Act of 1999.
My bill is one of four elements of the
comprehensive long-term care package
proposed earlier this year by President
Clinton.

H.R. 110 would authorize the Office of
Personnel Management to purchase a
policy or policies from one or more
qualified private sector contractors to
make long-term care insurance avail-
able to Federal employees, retirees and
eligible family members at group rates.
Coverage would be paid for entirely by
those who elect it.

The Clinton administration and I
support modifying H.R. 110 to extend
long-term care coverage to employees
of the United States Postal Service, ac-
tive duty military personnel, military
retirees and their families. I believe
that extending coverage to Postal em-
ployees and military personnel would
make the risk larger and more diverse
and would help keep costs down.

All participants other than active
employees and active duty military
personnel would be fully underwritten,
as is standard practice with products of
this kind. Coverage made available to
individuals would be guaranteed renew-
able and could not be canceled except
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for nonpayment of premiums. Though
each participant would be responsible
for paying the full amount of their pre-
miums based on age at time of enroll-
ment, group rates will save an esti-
mated 15 to 20 percent off the costs of
individual long-term insurance care
policies.

OPM will be responsible for the ad-
ministrative costs of the program,
which is estimated to be only $15 mil-
lion over a 5-year period. This would
include developing and implementing a
program to educate employees about
long-term care insurance. Extending
OPM’s market efforts to postal em-
ployees, active duty military personnel
and retirees would, however, increase
first year administrative costs above
what is included in this estimate.

To date, the Subcommittee on Civil
Service has held three hearings on of-
fering long-term care insurance as a
benefit option for Federal employees.
We have heard the testimony of people
who have had to bear the tremendous
costs of providing long-term care for a
loved one. We have heard testimony
from the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment on long-term care insurance car-
riers, about the best approach for im-
plementing a long-term care program
for Federal employees.

At the subcommittee’s most recent
hearing in Jacksonville, Florida, which
was held just a week ago, I heard from
witnesses who testified how important
it is for Americans to invest in long-
term care insurance, particularly
women. A study last week found that
women are more vulnerable to the fi-
nancial and emotional strains associ-
ated with long-term care. Women live
longer, generally earn less than men,
save less for their retirement, receive
lower Social Security payments, and
are often caregivers when a family
member becomes ill or infirm.

The American Health Care Associa-
tion commissioned a national tele-
phone survey of 800 adult Americans
between the ages of 34 and 52 years of
age, baby boomers, in September of
1998. As it pertains to women, the
study found the following:

Among baby boomers, men save on
the average of one-third more than
women save for their retirement. More
than one-third of all boomer women ex-
pect to be a caregiver for a family
member. Female boomer caregivers are
almost twice as likely to expect to pro-
vide care for a parent or in-law as they
are to provide it for their husband. Half
of the women in the study said that
they had to reduce the number of hours
they worked and give up space in their
homes to provide this care. In addition,
sizeable percentages said that they had
to hire nursing help, incur large ex-
penses, and quit their jobs or take a
leave of absence as a result of their
caregiving responsibilities.

More than 7 in 10 female boomers say
that they are concerned about saving
enough for retirement, while nearly
two-thirds say they are concerned
about saving enough to pay for long-

term care. Finally, 58 percent of
boomers support the idea of offering
quality long-term care insurance to
Federal employees to set a national ex-
ample to encourage businesses to offer
this benefit to their employees.

I believe that H.R. 110 will help to
raise the general public’s awareness of
the need for long-term care insurance
and underscore the limitations associ-
ated with the reliance on Medicaid for
one’s long-term care needs.
f

SENDING GROUND TROOPS TO
KOSOVO WOULD COMPOUND A
HUGE FOREIGN POLICY ERROR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, last
night on the CNN national news the an-
chor woman said that Congress did not
question the costs of the Kosovo-Serbia
bombings, implying total support. That
very morning, however, the Congres-
sional Quarterly had a headline that
said, ‘‘Congress Eyes Cost of U.S. Role
in Kosovo.’’

There probably is no question that
this money will be approved. However,
it is simply wrong to imply that no
Members of Congress question these
costs.

We are now being told that we will
soon be asked to approve $4 billion for
the costs of our air war. One estimate
is that ground troops and reconstruc-
tion costs could soon total $10 billion.
This is money that will have to be
taken from other programs and from
American taxpayers, and if we have to
stay in there to preserve the peace for
many years to come, the costs could
just become unbelievable. Many Mem-
bers of Congress feel it was a horrible
mistake to get into this mess in the
first place and that our bombings have
made a bad situation many times
worse than if we had simply offered hu-
manitarian aid.

CNN and much of our liberal national
media may want a much bigger role.
The American people want out of
there, the sooner the better.

Yesterday a Democratic Member of
the House sat down next to me and
said, ‘‘I don’t know who these people
are polling. Everyone in my district is
strongly opposed to this war.’’

In just the past couple of days, Mr.
Speaker, I have had similar comments
made to me from both Democratic and
Republican Members of the House from
Missouri, Virginia, New York, Ken-
tucky, Arizona, Maryland, Alabama,
California, North Carolina and Florida.
I have not been seeking these com-
ments. I have been taking no formal
survey. But Members of the House have
been telling me that their constituents
are almost totally opposed to this war
in Serbia and Kosovo.

Our colleague, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) was on the C-Span
Washington Journal yesterday morn-
ing. He said he had had over 1,000 peo-

ple in town meetings over the recess
and that when he asked how many fa-
vored ground troops in Kosovo, only 10
people raised their hands.

Last Thursday morning this same
question was asked on the leading talk
radio show in Knoxville. Only one call
came in in favor of ground troops, yet
the national media has this drumbeat
going for a bigger, longer, more expen-
sive war. Heaven help us if part of this
is about ratings, or so some of our lead-
ers can prove how powerful they are, or
to leave some great legacy as world
statesman.

I believe this is going to go down as
one of the great miscalculations in
American history and certainly one of
the most expensive. We have turned
NATO from a purely defensive organi-
zation into an aggressor force for the
first time in history, and one that has
attacked a sovereign nation for the
first time in history.

With our bombings in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, the Sudan and now Serbia and
Kosovo, we are bombing nations which
have not threatened us in any way,
which have not jeopardized our na-
tional security and where we have no
vital U.S. interests, and we are quickly
turning people who would like to be
our friends into bitter enemies of the
United States. We have taken a bad sit-
uation and made it many times worse
by our bombings and have created a
huge refugee crisis in the process, and
all of this was done by the President
apparently against the advice of his
top military advisers and against the
advice of the head of the CIA.

The Christian Science Monitor, the
National Journal and many other lead-
ing publications and columnists have
pointed out that there are at least 30 or
40 other conflicts, small wars, going on
all over this world right now, several
far worse than Kosovo before we start-
ed bombing. Our policy should have
been, Mr. Speaker, and should be now:
humanitarian aid, yes; bombings and
ground troops, no.

The U.S. was doing 68 percent of the
bombing before General Clark re-
quested 300 more planes. If the major-
ity in Congress wants to send ground
troops in and, I think, ignore their con-
stituents in the process, then let the
Europeans lead for once. We do not
have to carry the entire burden. Those
who wanted to expand NATO member-
ship a few months ago to bring in Po-
land and Czechoslovakia and Hungary
should call on those countries to sup-
ply troops. They have done nothing so
far, and it is obvious that NATO would
not be doing all of this or any of this
were it not for U.S. insistence.

One of our leading columnists, Mr.
Speaker, wrote a couple of days ago
these words:

‘‘Three weeks into Bill Clinton’s
Balkan adventure, and America risks a
debacle. The human rights crisis in
Kosovo has exploded into a catas-
trophe. Slobodan Milosevic is being
rallied around like some Serbian
Churchill, Montenegro and Macedonia
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are destabilized, Russia is being swept
by anti-American jingoism, and U.S.
troops may have to go marching into
the big muddy. Such are the fruits of
Utopian crusades for global democ-
racy.’’

Mr. Speaker, several times over the last few
days I have heard reports on national net-
works saying that Members of Congress were
getting ‘‘antsy’’ about not committing ground
troops to Kosovo. The implication is that all of
the Members of Congress want ground troops
in there immediately.

I believe it was a terrible mistake to start
bombing in the first place, and it certainly
would be compounding a huge error to place
many thousands of ground troops in there
now.

As many columnists have pointed out, the
NATO bombings have made this situation
much worse than it ever would have been if
we had simply stayed out. The very liberal
Washington Post Columnist, Richard Cohen,
wrote, ‘‘I believe, though, that the NATO
bombings have escalated and accelerated the
process. For some Kosovars, NATO has
made things worse.’’

Pat M. Holt, a foreign affairs expert writing
in the Christian Science Monitor, wrote, ‘‘The
first few days of bombing have led to more
atrocities and to more refugees. It will be in-
creasing the instability which the bombing was
supposed to prevent.’’

Philip Gourevitch, writing in the April 12
New Yorker Magazine, said: ‘‘Yet so far the air
war against Yugoslavia has accomplished ex-
actly what the American-led alliance flew into
combat to prevent: Our bombs unified the
Serbs in Yugoslavia, as never before, behind
the defiance of Milosevic; they spurred to a
frenzy the ‘cleansing’ of Kosovo’s ethnic Alba-
nians by Milosevic’s forces; they increased the
likelihood of the conflict’s spilling over into
Yugoslavia’s south-Balkan neighbors; and they
hardened the hearts of much of the non-West-
ern World against us—not least in Russia,
where passionate anti-Americanism is increas-
ing the prospects for the right-wing nationalists
of the Communist Party to win control of the
Kremlin and its nuclear arsenal in coming
elections.’’

Many conservative analysts have been very
critical. Thomas Sowell wrote: ‘‘Already our
military actions are being justified by the argu-
ment that we are in there now and cannot pull
out without a devastating loss of credibility and
influence in NATO and around the world. In
other words, we cannot get out because we
have gotten in. That kind of argument will be
heard more and more if we get in deeper.

‘‘Is the Vietnam War so long ago that no
one remembers? We eventually pulled out of
Vietnam,’’ Mr. Sowell wrote, ‘‘under humiliating
conditions with a tarnished reputation around
the world and with internal divisiveness and
bitterness that took years to heal. Bad as this
was, we could have pulled out earlier with no
worse consequences and with thousands
more Americans coming back alive.’’

Mr. Sowell asks, ‘‘Why are we in the
Balkans in the first place? There seems to be
no clear-cut answer.’’

William Hyland, a former editor of Foreign
Affairs Magazine, writing in the Washington
Post said, ‘‘The President has put the country
in a virtually impossible position. We cannot
escalate without grave risks. If the President
and NATO truly want to halt ethnic cleansing,

then the alliance will have to put in a large
ground force or, at a minimum, mount a cred-
ible threat to do so. A conventional war in the
mountains of Albania and Kosovo will quickly
degenerate into a quagmire. On the other
hand, the United States and NATO cannot re-
treat without suffering a national and inter-
national humiliation. * * * the only alternative
is to revive international diplomacy.’’

Mr. Hyland is correct, but unfortunately I am
afraid that ground troops in Kosovo would be
much worse than a quagmire. Former Sec-
retary of State Lawrence Eagleberger was
quoted on a national network last week as
saying that the Bush administration had close-
ly analyzed the situation in the Balkans in the
early 1990s and had decided it was a
‘‘swamp’’ into which we should not go.

NATO was established as a purely defen-
sive organization, not an aggressor force. With
the decreased threat from the former Soviet
Union, was NATO simply searching for a mis-
sion? Were some national officials simply try-
ing to prove that they are world statesmen or
trying to leave a legacy?

The United States has done 68 percent of
the bombing thus far. This whole episode,
counting reconstruction and resettlement costs
after we bring Milosevic down, will cost us
many billions.

IIf there have to be ground troops, let the
Europeans take the lead. Do not commit
United States ground troops. Let the Euro-
peans do something. The U.S. has done too
much already. Humanitarian aid, yes; bombs
and ground troops, no.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 13, 1999]
THE MESS THEY’VE MADE

(By Patrick J. Buchanan)
Three weeks into Bill Clinton’s Balkan ad-

venture and America risks a debacle. The
human rights crisis in Kosovo has exploded
into a catastrophe. Slobodan Milosevic is
being rallied around like some Serbian
Churchill. Montenegro and Macedonia are
destabilized; Russia is being swept by anti-
American jingoism; and U.S. troops may
have to go marching into the Big Muddy.

Such are the fruits of Utopian crusades for
global democracy.

The great lesson of Vietnam was: Before
you commit the army, commit the nation.
Clinton and Madeleine Albright launched a
war against Yugoslavia with the support of
neither.

Yet this debacle is not their doing alone. It
is a product of the hubris of a foreign policy
elite that has for too long imbibed of its own
moonshine about America being the ‘‘world’s
last superpower’’ and ‘‘indispensable na-
tion.’’ Even as we slashed our defenses to the
smallest fraction of GDP since before Pearl
Harbor, the rhetoric has remained
triumphalist, and the commitments have
kept on coming.

Responsibility must be shared by Congress,
for Clinton’s intent to launch this Balkan
war was long apparent. Yet Congress failed
either to authorize war or deny the president
the right to attack.

With Milosevic still defying NATO, we are
admonished that ‘‘failure is not an option.’’
the United States must do ‘‘whatever is nec-
essary to win.’’ Otherwise, NATO’s credi-
bility will be destroyed.

But this is mindlessness. If the war was a
folly to begin with, surely, the answer is to
cut our losses and let the idiot-adventurers
who urged the attack resign to write their
memoirs, rather than send 100,000 U.S. troops
crashing into the Balkans to save the faces
and careers of our blundering strategists.

Only a fanatic redoubles his energy when he
has lost sight of his goal.

After the Gallipolli disaster, Churchill
went; after Suez, Eden went; after the Bay of
Pigs, Allen Dulles departed the CIA. Surely,
this is a wiser, more honorable, course than
a ground war in Kosovo.

Moreover, Americans will not support
‘‘whatever is necessary to win.’’ We are not
going to turn Belgrade into Hamburg. As one
recalls the horror at Nixon’s ‘‘Christmas
Bombing’’ that freed our POWs at a cost of
1,400 dead in Hanoi, all but surgical bombing
is out.

And if we send in the troops, what do we
‘‘win’’? The right to say that NATO defeated
Serbia? The right to occupy Kosovo?

If, after we take Kosovo, the Serbs conduct
a guerrilla war against our troops, and the
KLA begins a war of liberation to kick
NATO out, annex western Macedonia and
unite with Tirana, our ‘‘victory’’ will have
produced the very disaster we wish to avoid.

‘‘It is unworthy of a great state to dispute
over something that does not concern its
own interests,’’ and Bismarck, who called
the entire Balkans ‘‘not worth the bones of a
single Pomeranian grenadier.’’ When did
that peninsula become so critical to the
United States that we would go to war over
whose flag flew over Pristina?

‘‘Arm the Kosovars!’’ urge other armchair
strategists. But do we really want another
Afghanistan—in the underbelly of Europe?

What a mess the interventionists have
made of it. Because the NATO expansionists
could not keep their hands off the alliance,
they have shattered the myth of its invinci-
bility and may have called into being a Mos-
cow-Minsk-Beijing-Belgrade-Baghdad axis.

But maybe the foreign policy establish-
ment needed a second Cold War, as anything
is preferable to irrelevance.

Out of this disaster, what lessons may be
learned?

First, America cannot police the planet on
a defense budget of 3 percent of GDP. Our
dearth of air-launched cruise missiles, the
need to shift carriers from the gulf, the delay
in deploying the Apaches, the calling up of
the reserves—all point to a military that is
dangerously inadequate to the global tasks
we have added since the Cold War.

Unless America is prepared to restore Ron-
ald Reagan’s Army, Navy and Air Force, we
cannot stop a rearmed Russia in East Eu-
rope, police the Balkans, roll back a second
Iraqi attack on Kuwait, contain North Korea
and prevent another of Beijing’s bullying as-
saults on Taipei. Should one or two of these
emergencies occur at once, we will be sud-
denly face to face with foreign policy bank-
ruptcy.

America must retrench and rearm.
What the United States needs today in the

Balkans is a least-bad peace, patrolled by
Europeans, where Serbs rule Serbs, Croats
Croats and Albanians Albanians. And if, in
the negotiations to end this tragedy, Bel-
grade cries, ‘‘No American troops in
Kosovo!’’ let us insist upon it, and bring our
soldiers home from Europe, as Ike told JFK
to do nearly 40 years ago.

f

b 1700

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HOLT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HOLT addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
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EMPLOYEE OWNERSHIP ACT OF

1999, LEGISLATION AS SIGNIFI-
CANT TO THE AMERICAN PEO-
PLE AS THE HOMEOWNER’S
MORTGAGE DEDUCTION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
today I am submitting to Congress
what I believe will be an historic piece
of legislation. It is entitled The Em-
ployee Ownership Act of 1999. This leg-
islation, I predict, will be as significant
to the American people as the home-
owner’s mortgage deduction, which has
ensured the widespread ownership of
homes throughout the United States of
America.

In fact, 60 percent of the American
people own their own homes, and this
can be traced to the fact that we have
written our tax law in a way that en-
courages widespread ownership of hous-
ing and homes in the United States.

The goal of my bill is that after 10
years, 30 percent of all of America’s
major corporations will be owned and
controlled by their own employees.
Now, I know that sounds a bit radical.
That sounds like a big change, but we
have had a great deal of employee own-
ership expansion over these last 20
years.

This bill, under the guise of ESOPS,
Employee Stock Ownership Plans,
what I am proposing is an ESOP-plus-
plus idea that would increase employee
ownership throughout this country.

This bill will bring about a new cat-
egory of American business, the Em-
ployee Owned and Controlled Corpora-
tion, EOCC.

These new corporate structures
would be modeled somewhat after
United Airlines. As we know, the em-
ployees at United Airlines bought a
controlling interest in their own cor-
poration and now make many of the
decisions that affect United Airlines
and thus affect the employees.

In fact, the legislation I am pro-
posing would establish an employee
trust that when it owns 50 percent of
the shares of a company will be enti-
tled to substantial tax incentives that
will encourage the growth of employee
ownership and ensure the success of
this new employee owned and con-
trolled company.

Some of the tax incentives suggested
by my legislation: Number one, if
someone sells stock in a company to an
employee trust or to the employee who
is part of the trust, that person shall
pay no capital gains on the sale of that
stock. Thus, someone is given the in-
centive to sell the stock to an em-
ployee.

Employees who accept stock as part
of their pay during the creation of an
employee owned trust, that if they ac-
cept it in lieu of their pay, they will
not have to pay income tax on that
stock.

Of course, corporations have a right
not to be a part of an employee trust

and there are many corporations who
will not participate in this or employ-
ees who will not be part of this, but if,
for example, an employer or anyone
else who owns stock in a company,
which is establishing an employee
trust, if they sell their stock or, let us
say, they give their stock to an em-
ployee trust as part of a bequeathal sit-
uation, where someone is leaving that
in their will to the employee trust,
then it decreases the inheritance liabil-
ity on their estate by a one-to-one
ratio.

So if someone left a million dollars
in their will to an employee trust of
stock in that company, well, then the
inheritance liability to their heirs
would be reduced by that one million
dollars.

The goal of this, of course, is to ex-
pand employee ownership. In the end, if
we have established these employee
owned and controlled companies, they
will, by my legislation, not pay cor-
porate income tax. This will provide a
major incentive for Wall Street to
work with the working people of this
country to empower them in a way
that they will be able to control their
own economic destiny as never before.

This would be the equivalent of the
Homestead Act. Many people forget
that the Republican Party was the
party of the Homestead Act. In 1862
when Abraham Lincoln signed the
Emancipation Proclamation, that
same day he signed the Homestead Act,
which opened up the idea of ownership
of property to millions of people. It was
essentially an important part of the
American dream.

What we are trying to do now is ex-
pand upon that, expand on the home
mortgage deduction, expand on the
Homestead Act, expand on the idea
that people have a right to own their
own home but they also should have an
incentive in the tax system to own and
control their own company. Thus, they
will control their own economic des-
tiny. This is the ultimate empower-
ment. This will increase productivity.
It will see that there are no strikes be-
cause people would be striking against
themselves, their own company or at
least they would be more willing to
talk out problems within a company.
f

THE KOSOVO CONFLICT, NO END
IN SIGHT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
want to give some perspective on an
issue that is, I think, very near and
dear to every American’s heart, as it is
in Kosovo today also.

I would like to give the Speaker a lit-
tle perspective. First of all, according
to Henry Kissinger, and I agree, Ram-
bouillet was a very poor foreign policy.
It was an agreement only between Al-
bania and the United States in which

the United States knew, in no uncer-
tain terms, that Serbia would never
give up Kosovo itself. Any history stu-
dent would know that.

We have spent $16 billion in Bosnia to
date; Somalia cost us billions of dol-
lars; Haiti cost us billions; $4 billion
times the four strikes in Iraq, the
Sudan, Afghanistan. Our troops are de-
ploying 300 percent above the highest
level in Vietnam but yet we are doing
it with about half the force. Enlisted
retention in our own military is below
23 percent; pilots, 30 percent.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff said we are
$150 billion short. We cannot buy spare
parts. We do not even have basic bul-
lets. Top gun, 14 of 23 aircraft are
down; 18 for engines; 137, parts.

Kosovo, and this is according to Gen-
eral Clark, I was with General Clark
just days ago and I said I want to know
how many sorties the United States is
flying. Mr. Speaker, General Clark
said, and this is accurate to the sortie,
75 percent of all strikes in Kosovo are
being flown by the United States. That
does not include the B–2s, the tankers,
the support aircraft like C–17s and C–
130s. That brings it up to 82 percent.

We are dropping 90 percent of all the
weapons, so we are paying for over 90
percent. That does not even include our
ships. That does not include our man-
power over there. My point is that it
should be the other way around.

The reason given by General Clark is
that other nations do not have the
stand-off capability that we do so we
are having to fly 90 percent of this
stuff, 82 percent of it and 90 percent of
the ordnance.

My point is that the supplemental
that we are going to ask for, if NATO
is a fair share organization, then NATO
ought to pay the United States be-
tween $10 and $20 billion for our supple-
mental and not come out of our tax-
payers’ dollars.

Let me give you another perspective.
Before the bombing in Kosovo, there
were only 2,000 deaths. Each death is
important, but in perspective there
were only 2,000 deaths attributed in
Kosovo that whole year. One-third
were Serbs and other nationalities be-
sides the Albanians, but after the
bombing look at the number of deaths.
We have just killed 70 Albanians in a
convoy trying to get out of Kosovo.
NATO has killed 70 Albanians in an air
strike. Look at the million refugees
that these air strikes have caused that
would not be there unless we had
bombed Kosovo.

The Croatians executed 10,000 Serbs
in 1995 in Croatia. They deported and
fled over 250,000 Serbs as refugees. In-
donesia has killed millions; Turkey,
thousands; India with the Sikhs; China,
thousands with Tibet. Yet, we are in a
mass war where there is less than 2,000
deaths, and over a third of those by the
people we are claiming to bomb.

The Pentagon, confirmed by Sec-
retary Cohen, that the Pentagon did
not want to execute just air strikes.
The Pentagon told the President that
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they would not work alone, that they
would exacerbate the problems, cause
refugees, kill a lot of people. The
United States would have to pay for a
lot of it and unless we put ground
troops in there the goals were not at-
tainable. Yet, the President says no
ground troops, which I am opposed to
also.

Why is he opposed to it? Because the
Germans balked, the Italians balked.
In World War II, Germany had 700,000
troops in Kosovo. The Chechens, with
one half the force that Milosevic has,
killed those Germans. General Shelton
just 2 days ago said that this is the
easiest place to defend and the most
difficult to attack in the world.

We do not belong there, Mr. Speaker.
This is Clinton’s war. Clinton ought to
get out of it.
f

OUR POWS, WE WANT THEM SAFE,
SOUND AND RETURNED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I wanted to join in supporting
H.R. 84, the resolution by the good and
kind gentlewoman from California, to
acknowledge and applaud the bravery
of the POWs in Kosova. Two of those
young men are members of the Texas
family, Sergeant Stone and Mr. Gon-
zalez. We offer to that family or those
families, along with the family of Ser-
geant Ramirez, our deepest sympathy
and recognition of the bravery that
these men have exhibited.

We say to Mr. Milosevic that we hope
that he is listening very strongly to
this resolution that has been offered.
We want them safe and we want them
sound and we want them returned. We
also want, as the resolution has indi-
cated, that the Red Cross can go in and
determine that these individuals have
been treated fairly and are safe. Most
importantly, we acknowledge that they
have been taken wrongly.

I hope that as this House has ex-
pressed itself in its support for these
young men and the military efforts,
that the families will know that we are
paying attention to the safety of the
POWs and we are also paying attention
to their needs.

It is with great regret that I have to
stand on the floor to acknowledge that
today we have POWs, but it is with
great joy and recognition of our unity
that we say collectively today, as the
resolution was passed, we stand behind
those POWs, respecting them, honoring
them and knowing that they will know
that we will not rest until they are
safely returned.
f

BILLIONS OF DOLLARS SPENT ON
SALMON RESTORATION IN CO-
LUMBIA RIVER BY FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT, WITH MINIMAL
RESULTS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Washington (Mr.
METCALF) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, our Pa-
cific Northwest salmon populations
have been in decline for decades. Re-
cently, nine new populations were list-
ed as endangered or threatened under
the Endangered Species Act. The Fed-
eral Government and the States are
poised to provide substantial sums of
money for habitat rehabilitation and
restoration efforts but, beyond that,
the Federal Government must be a
helpful advisor only with the decisions
made thoughtfully and judiciously at
the State and local level. We must not
allow, nor can we afford, another deba-
cle such as occurred on the Columbia
River in recent years.

Billions of dollars have been spent on
salmon restoration in the Columbia
River by the Federal Government over
the last 20 years, with minimal results;
largely because it has ignored available
salmon technology.

Now that so many salmon popu-
lations have been listed under ESA, my
concern is that the Federal agencies
will try to exert control over more and
more aspects of salmon recovery. Bu-
reaucracies centered in Washington,
D.C., however well intentioned, are in-
capable of solving the salmon problems
of the Pacific Northwest. We all pay
the price for the mistakes made by the
Federal Government.

The most prized salmon specious are
the king, coho and sockeye salmon. We
have correctly focused our attention on
them. However, it is more complicated
than that. I believe we must look at
the restoration of all five species, in-
cluding chum and pink salmon. His-
torically, vast runs of chum and pink
salmon fertilized the rivers with large
numbers of decaying bodies of the
adults after spawning.
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Thus the newly-hatched chum and
pink fry had an adequate food supply
as they migrated downstream, and
then the young king and coho fed on
the myriads of young pinks and chums.
The degradation and blocking of
spawning habitat has been a major
problem, so habitat restoration and re-
moval of blockage which obstructs re-
turning spawners must be high prior-
ities for salmon restoration.

Again, my fear is that habitat res-
toration may be the singular objective
of those making the endangered or
threatened listening, which could
weaken our rehabilitation effort, and
thus subject our area to excessive Fed-
eral regulations and restrictions.

Habitat restoration and protection
are critical elements, but the well-de-
veloped salmon technology presents us
a wide range of additional options,
such as:

No. 1, the use of culvert upgrading,
reconfiguration and maintenance;

No. 2, predation control, very impor-
tant;

No. 3, careful regulation of all com-
mercial salmon fishing in saltwater,

and extremely careful supervision of
any commercial fishing in spawning
rivers;

No. 4, spawning channels and over-
wintering sloughs, to give maximum
protection to the presently returning
wild salmon.

We must keep our eyes on the objec-
tive and support those programs that
will truly enhance our weakened salm-
on runs. We have neither time nor
money for overzealous political cor-
rectness nor the control games that
Federal agencies might seek to impose.

We must maximize the survival of
offspring of the returning fish each
year. As well as natural spawn, we
must supply fertilized eggs to hatch-
eries for the following enhancement
purposes: Remote egg boxes, net-pen
rearing of fish to their optimal size,
and small stream rehabilitation by
planting fed fry into every small and
medium stream and tributary that
could provide a route to saltwater for
outbound juveniles. In the old days, the
small streams produced millions and
millions of fish.

We should encourage Washington
State in its programs that are already
tracking towards these goals. Several
tribes are on the cutting edge of salm-
on rehabilitation, and tend to have
land and water areas available for their
use. In addition, they have a cultural
and historic head start moving in this
critical direction.

Bringing the salmon back will not be
an easy task, but it is an achievable
goal. We need to make sure that our
salmon dollars are delivered into the
right hands, and that they are spent
appropriately.
f

RESPONSIBLE BUDGETING AND
THE BEST USE OF THE BUDGET
SURPLUS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HOLT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, last year the
House budget resolution was so con-
troversial that House and Senate Re-
publicans never even convened a con-
ference. This year the budget resolu-
tion, as passed by the House, is as unre-
alistic as last year’s plan, and even
more irresponsible. Some in Congress,
because of their fixation on exploding
tax cuts, have presented unworkable
appropriations bills, and they do noth-
ing to extend the solvency of social se-
curity and Medicare.

As opposed to the fiscal responsi-
bility demonstrated by Democrats, the
budget passed by the majority party
returns us to the unrealistic fiscal poli-
cies of the 1980s. Although it claims to
shore up social security, to finance a
large tax cut, to dramatically increase
defense spending and keep government
spending down, the truth is much dif-
ferent. The majority’s budget, as in the
resolution, simply cannot keep all the
promises made.

Democrats, on the other hand, have
aimed to produce future economic
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growth through debt reduction and in-
vestments, exactly the mix of prior-
ities that a successful business would
adopt in good times.

Republicans have voted to reserve
virtually the entire bounty of eco-
nomic growth and fiscal discipline for
tax cuts that will likely benefit only
those who are already doing very well
in the current economy. It is simple.
The majority budget resolution may
well burden future generations because
of tax cuts and spending obligations
made today, and they rely on surplus
projections well into the future.

What does this mean for the people
we represent? Little will be left for our
urgent needs. Our national need to in-
vest in social security and Medicare
solvency, in education, in research and
development, and in the environment
will remain unmet.

The budget resolution that was
passed by the House yesterday does not
do enough for Americans when it
comes to investing in education. It will
not help hire more teachers, it will not
help districts modernize their schools.
It takes money away from higher edu-
cation.

If we are going to prepare our chil-
dren for the future, we have to do bet-
ter. We have to make education a pri-
ority.

The problems go beyond education.
Consider, for a moment, the implica-
tions of our budget resolution on the
environment. America’s public lands,
wildlife, fish, and plants are assets that
belong not just to us but to our chil-
dren. We must allow for an increase in
funding for protecting the environment
and improving our communities. What
will our children say if priceless re-
sources disappear to suburban sprawl?
Will future generations have the oppor-
tunity to see ancient forests or wildlife
in their natural habitat?

Furthermore, we need to do more to
support and encourage research and de-
velopment. As a scientist, I understand
the importance of increasing funding
for both the National Science Founda-
tion and for the National Institutes of
Health. Today’s research is at the
threshold of major scientific advance-
ment, which can dramatically improve
the quality of life for the American
people.

All of us have seen the benefits, the
actual benefits and the potential bene-
fits of research. Whether it is new dis-
coveries to help fight AIDS and breast
cancer, initiatives to improve our un-
derstanding of how ecosystems inter-
act, or investing in teacher training to
help students get the mathematics and
science skills they need to succeed in
today’s and tomorrow’s society, each
action leads us to the doorstep of
breakthroughs in improving the qual-
ity of life.

We need to make a stronger commit-
ment to the future, and increasing
funding for research and development
should be part of that commitment. We
simply need to make an investment
now. It will benefit all of us and future

generations. Waiting until later only
delays the improvements in quality of
life.

The President has proposed that we
use the surplus to strengthen social se-
curity and Medicare, and to extend the
lives of those programs. I will continue
to work with other Members of Con-
gress to use the surplus to pay down
our national debt, to strengthen social
security and Medicare, to encourage in-
vestments in education, and to meet
our other long-term needs for environ-
mental protection and research and de-
velopment.
f

AMERICA NEEDS TO SET BUDGET
PRIORITIES AND FOCUS ON PAY-
ING DOWN THE NATIONAL DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday we took the first
step on a long process of passing a
budget this year, and a very important
budget it will be as it will lay out pri-
orities as we move into the next cen-
tury. It will in fact be the last budget
of the 20th century. As we move for-
ward, we need to set our priorities.

This will be a long process as we go
through the summer and into the fall
in deciding what those priorities
should be in passing a budget. I rise
today to emphasize the importance of
fiscal discipline, fiscal responsibility,
and paying down our debt as we move
through that process. I feel that should
be the number one priority of this body
in the budget process and for the fu-
ture, as it is what can best help the
people of this country.

We still have a significant financial
problem. The news has gotten better in
recent years. We have reduced the
yearly size of the deficit, and we actu-
ally have the possibility of moving to-
wards a surplus. All of that is good
news, and many people on both sides of
the aisle and many Congresses through
the past 6 or 7 years can rightfully
take credit for that, but the job is not
done. I worry a great deal as I listen to
the debate and listened to the debate
this past week on the budget resolution
that people have lost sight of that fact.
We are talking about surplus politics,
and I think we do so prematurely.

To begin with, we still incorrectly,
from an economic standpoint, count
the surplus in the social security trust
fund as income to the Treasury, and
use that surplus to claim an overall
surplus when in fact we have an overall
deficit.

Last year’s numbers make this point
clearly. We had a $100 billion surplus in
the social security trust fund. The rest
of the budget actually ran a $30 billion
deficit, so presto, we have the $70 bil-
lion surplus that everybody has been
talking about, it does not really exist,
but that surplus in the social security

trust fund is already obligated. We
have to pay it back, plus interest to
the Treasury, so that the trust fund
can pay out the social security benefits
that all of us, or all of us hopefully
some day, that many of us, are due. So
it is not money we can count as a sur-
plus. To count it that way is to spend
it twice. When we spend money twice,
we wind up in debt as far as we are.

The second critical point in this is we
still have an overall debt. That $70 bil-
lion surplus, mythical though it may
be, even within the grounds of that
myth is only a 1-year surplus, with
quotations around it. The overall debt
continues to grow. It is approaching $6
trillion.

On a yearly basis we pay $215 billion
to service that debt. That is 15 percent
of the budget, 15 percent of our budget,
and $250 billion that basically goes sim-
ply to pay off past excess. It does noth-
ing to meet our obligations at present
or in the future, and it should be re-
duced.

Now is the time to do it. We have a
very strong economy. We have unem-
ployment at 4.2 percent. We have vir-
tually nonexistent inflation, a booming
stock market, with growth to match. If
we cannot begin to pay down that debt
now, we never will. We will never get
there if we do not take that step right
now. We need to step up to that as a
priority.

I am concerned, as I look at the de-
bate that we had on the budget resolu-
tion, that we are not heading in the
right direction. I basically look at the
budget resolution of this week that was
passed in the House as a bad news-good
news situation.

The bad news is, it is not a particu-
larly good budget resolution, and the
debate was even worse, from a fiscally
responsible and economically accurate
standpoint. But the good news is it bor-
ders on meaningless. What really is
going to matter is the 13 appropriation
bills that both bodies have to pass be-
tween now and October. There is no
way that those 13 appropriation bills
are even going to come close to match-
ing what was in that budget resolution.

I say that is good news because the
budget resolution overpromised in a
number of different areas. Essentially
by holding back key specifics, the
budget resolution was able to promise
in a number of interesting areas, prom-
ise more spending on defense, although
they added another little trick in there
that they promised budget authority
but not necessarily outlays.

What is the difference between budg-
et authority and outlays, we ask? It is
the difference between promising to
spend money and actually spending it.
There is a big difference between those
two things.

Beyond that, the pledges for in-
creased spending in defense, in edu-
cation, while at the same time includ-
ing a massive back end tax cut, and by
‘‘back end’’ I mean it grows in the out
years, in the first 5 years it is not too
much, in the second 5 years it is more,
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in the third five years it is even more,
all of that, for all of that to work with-
in any sort of fiscally responsible
framework requires cuts in the rest of
the budget that nobody is prepared to
make, and therefore were not spelled
out in that budget resolution, for some
very good reasons. If they had been
spelled out nobody would have voted
for it and it would not have passed.

So the budget resolution was more or
less a political document, an effort to
try to gain favor in some areas by play-
ing various tricks and smoke and mir-
rors games with the budget numbers.
So it is not going to happen, but we are
going to have a situation where we are
going to have to pass a real budget.
What is going to happen is all of those
promises that were made during the
budget resolution debate are going to
be very tough to meet, in reality.

What is going to happen? My fear is
that what is going to happen is exactly
what happened in the 1980s, long before
I got to Congress, actually when I was
in high school and college and watched
with horror as my predecessors in this
body spent all of our future money.

Basically what happens is an agree-
ment is reached that goes something
like this: I will take your tax cut if you
take my spending increase. That works
out just fine for that Congress. They
are able to pass out a lot of goodies and
make every one happy, but it sets up a
situation that I, among others, walked
into in the mid 1990s.

Basically it is like showing up at the
time that the credit card bill comes
due. It is not a lot of fun and it is not
good for the country, because I under-
stand the Federal Government has
many positive things that it needs to
do. It has spending programs in the
areas of education, in the areas of de-
fense, environmental protection, med-
ical research. It has tax cuts it can do.

All of those things are important,
but they are not peculiar to this one
moment in time. Ten years from now,
20 years from now, 30 years from now,
and beyond, residents of this country
are going to have needs in all of those
areas, needs that they will not be able
to meet if we spend the money now ir-
responsibly.

I am afraid that we are headed in
that direction by overpromising, by
talking about the politics of a surplus
and where can we spend the money,
where should we spend the money,
what tax cuts we should do, way be-
yond what we can actually afford to do,
and not even taking into account the
nearly $6 trillion debt that we have run
up over the course of the last 30 years.
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Let us be fiscally responsible and
start paying that down.

Worse than that, the debate, as I
watched it, degenerated into a criti-
cism of the Clinton budget and a battle
over who is, quote, setting aside more
for Social Security.

There are a couple of problems with
this argument. First of all, it allowed

many of the majority party who sup-
ported their budget to not even really
talk about their budget, but rather try
to focus their attention on proving
that the President’s budget that he in-
troduced 3 months ago was bad.

That may well be. In fact, an amend-
ment was offered by a Member of the
majority that was supposedly exactly
the President’s budget. It was defeated,
I think, with only two votes voting in
favor of it.

From the time that budget was intro-
duced, many things have changed,
many other ideas have come up. The
budget is a dead issue. Yet, that is
what the majority party spent most of
its time talking about.

I would have much preferred them to
have spelled out some of the specifics
of their own resolution. I also would
have much preferred them to be a little
bit more honest in their analysis of
that budget.

I brought a chart with me which I
saw frequently on the day that the
budget resolution was debated being
brought up and put forth by the major-
ity party as evidence that their budget
was better for Social Security than the
President’s was.

I bring this chart up mainly for illus-
trative purposes to show how—well,
dishonest might be too strong a word;
we are supposed to not say things like
that in this honest body—let us say
how disingenuous the debate was. I will
put that chart up now.

This chart shows the commitment on
Social Security. It is interesting. The
Republicans’ argument throughout the
whole budget was that their budget
sets aside 100 percent of the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund or, sorry, 100 percent
of the surplus for Social Security,
whereas the President only sets aside
62 percent.

The interesting thing is, and they ab-
solutely had to be aware of this fact,
the 62 percent that they are talking
about, or sorry, the 62 percent that the
President was talking about was 62 per-
cent of the entire surplus, whereas the
number that the Republicans were re-
ferring to in their budget was 100 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus.

So basically the President was talk-
ing about 62 percent of a much larger
number. In fact, a fascinating fact is
this 62 percent of that much larger
number is almost exactly the same as
that 100 percent. In other words, there
is no difference whatsoever.

Yet, the majority got up here and ar-
gued repeatedly that their budget was
better because it set aside 100 percent
instead of 62 percent. It is just exactly
that sort of disingenuous use of fact
that colored the debate and got us way
off the topic. That topic ought to be
fiscal responsibility.

If we want to do something about So-
cial Security and Medicare, and that is
really a third point in addition to the
two prior points about how our budget
situation is not as rosy as it is, those
being, one, that we still count the
money that we borrow from the Social

Security trust fund; two, we have an
existing debt; three is the coming bills
on Social Security and Medicare once
the baby boom retires, those exploding
bills that are out there and what we
are going to do about them.

Nowhere in the budget resolution
does it say anything about any sort of
Medicare or Social Security reform to
deal with those problems. If we do not,
that is going to further exacerbate our
financial situation.

The level best thing that we can do
for dealing with those programs, well,
there is two things: one, we can reform
the two programs, but two, is to not
spend the money now. Because the in-
teresting thing about this chart is both
the President and the Republicans are
being somewhat disingenuous in argu-
ing about how much money they,
quote, unquote, are setting aside for
Social Security.

We cannot bind future Congresses in
that way. As future Congresses pass
budgets, they will decide whether or
not to spend this money on Social Se-
curity, Medicare, or someplace else. It
will require a year-to-year decision to
decide what to do with that.

So to say that we are setting it aside
now is somewhat empty rhetoric ex-
cept for this point: It is arguable that
the extent to which we are fiscally re-
sponsible now, in other words, the ex-
tent to which we do not spend money
or do not give out tax cuts that further
inhibit our ability to have revenues for
Social Security and Medicare, to the
extent we do that, we will be in a bet-
ter position to deal with Social Secu-
rity and Medicare in the future.

So the number one biggest test, aside
from all this baloney with the charts,
this effort to confuse people by taking
two separate numbers and treating
them as the same when they are not,
look at the budget and see if it is fis-
cally responsible. That is the test on
whether or not we are preparing for
dealing with the coming increases in
cost and Social Security and Medicare.

Again, when we look at the budget
resolution we passed this week, it
promised $800 billion in tax cuts over 10
years. Actually, that number balloons
even further in the next 5 years, over a
15-year period. It also promised mas-
sive increases in a number of different
areas of spending. All of that will jeop-
ardize this chart considerably.

That is what we need to look at as we
debate the budget in the months ahead.
Because, as I said, the hard work is yet
to come. We have basically done the
smoke and mirrors, twisted the num-
bers around to make them look as good
as possible. Now we actually have to
pass realistic appropriations bills. That
is going to be far, far more difficult
than simply passing a piece of rhetoric.

I rise today to urge fiscal responsi-
bility. Balance the budget and pay
down the debt. That is the best thing
we can do for society today and in the
future.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2119April 15, 1999
BERRY), a colleague who will help in
this argument. I appreciate his coming
down.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. SMITH) for the opportunity to par-
ticipate in this effort.

Mr. Speaker, I am reminded of an oc-
casion that actually happened to me. I
had been from a farm to town to get
some supplies, and I was on my way
back. One of my neighbors was out in
his field, and he was walking back to-
ward the road. He waved me down. Out
in the country, when someone waves at
you, well, you generally stop and at
least say hello. I was concerned that he
might need a ride someplace or need to
see me about something. So I stopped.

He walked over to my truck, and he
said, ‘‘I just wanted to check.’’ He said,
‘‘Do I look like an idiot?’’ I said ‘‘Well,
sir, you are not. You are a distin-
guished-looking fellow and certainly do
not look strange in any way.’’ He said,
‘‘Well, I just wanted to check.’’ He
said, ‘‘It seems like everybody that
comes down this road today wants to
take advantage of me.’’

That is kind of the way I view this
budget. The Congress this week passed
perhaps the most irresponsible budget
resolution this country has ever seen.
The Republican leadership’s budget
does nothing to solve our Nation’s
most pressing need, the solvency of the
Medicare trust fund. The Republican
leadership’s budget does nothing to pay
down our national debt.

Instead, it devotes any future sur-
pluses that are estimated, and they are
projected at close to $800 billion and
this is money we do not have, to a tax
cut without making any corresponding
spending cuts.

I am in favor of cutting taxes, par-
ticularly for small business owners.
But to ignore this country’s $5.3 tril-
lion national debt, to ignore this coun-
try’s future Medicare needs is just
plain wrong.

To make these assumptions that we
are going to have this great wealth to
spend out here and be irresponsible
about it, like we were back in the 1980s,
and to run the risk of incurring yet
more debt and to not at the very least
have a protection mechanism in there
where these tax cuts do not take place
where this money does not exist is irre-
sponsible.

The American people expect us to
come up with a realistic fiscal plan for
this country. Let us shelve this un-
workable, unrealistic budget resolution
and get to work on real budget.

Again I am reminded of a story that
actually happened. For 30 years, I ate
breakfast in the same cafe every morn-
ing before I went to my farm with the
same group of people.

One of the fellows I usually ate with,
and he is no longer with us, but he
would come back in that cafe late in
the afternoon, and he would have taken
his ballpoint pen, and he would have
figured on his pants leg, in the fall of
the year, his combine would make the

first round around the field, and he
would estimate how much his yield was
going to be and how much he was going
to get for it.

He would figure up right there on his
pants leg how much money he was
going to have. Sometimes he would go
to town and spend quite a bit of that.
Then the harvest would not turn out
quite as good as he expected, and the
price maybe would deteriorate, and he
would end up in trouble.

The next morning, when he would
come back to the cafe, he would have
washed those pants, and his money
would have all disappeared.

I am afraid, if we take this budget
with all these projected surpluses that
we do not really have, it will happen to
this country like it happened to my
friend. We will wash our pants, and all
the money will be gone.

So I urge this body to be more con-
scious of what a workable and realistic
budget resolution should be and to do
our best to work toward that goal.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Arkansas for those well-said words.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) who is a
member of the Committee on Budget
and has done an outstanding job of
standing up for fiscal responsibility for
both his constituents and the rest of
the country as a member of that Com-
mittee on Budget. I appreciate his sup-
port.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
just want to highlight one more time
what we have been talking about to-
night, and that is that there should be
no greater priority in this Congress
than paying down the $5.3 trillion Fed-
eral debt.

We are living in a time of uncer-
tainty. We have got a difficult situa-
tion. We are going to do our best to
manage in Kosovo. We have got an in-
credibly healthy economy, but we can-
not be certain what lies ahead. The
most prudent thing for us to be doing
right now is to make paying down this
massive Federal debt our highest pri-
ority.

There are three good reasons why we
ought to do that. First is, it is the
right thing to do for our children and
grandchildren. We should not force
them to inherit this massive debt.

The second reason is, it will help us
prepare Medicare and Social Security
for the retirement of the baby boomers,
because those funds that we set aside
by virtue of paying down the debt can
be used as the baby boomers begin to
retire and put more strain on Medicare
and Social Security.

Finally, it is the best thing we can do
here in Congress to assure that this
economy will stay healthy.

Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Alan Greenspan, testifying be-
fore the House Committee on the Budg-
et, makes it perfectly clear that, as we
pay down this Federal debt and the
Federal Government competes less to
borrow money in the private sector, it
has a direct bearing on interest rates.

In my home, like many of the homes
we represent, Hillsborough County and
Tampa and Florida where the average
mortgage is about $115,000, when we
drop interest rates about 2 points, from
8 percent to 6 percent, that reduces a
monthly mortgage payment by $155.

I will tell my colleagues that $155 re-
duction in that homeowner’s monthly
mortgage payment is better than most
of the tax cuts that are being promised
here in Washington. They can be taken
immediately, and one does not have to
call one’s accountant to figure out how
to do it.

That is just one example of the posi-
tive impact of paying down the debt,
apart from the fact it is the right thing
to do, apart from the fact that it is the
best thing we can do right now for
Medicare and Social Security.

So I urge my colleagues to take a
second look at this $780 billion tax cut
that we just passed here, and let us go
back and let us do a tax cut, but let us
put first things first. Let us pay down
this massive Federal debt. Let us make
that our highest priority. It will
produce benefits at home for home-
owners, for students who have student
loans, for people who are trying to pay
back credit card debts, and it is the
right thing to do for our children and
grandchildren.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I want to follow up on that
last point about keeping the economy
strong. I came into Congress in 1996.
Before that, I served 6 years in the
Washington State senate, so I started
there in 1990.

I came into the body in the State
senate during down economic times,
during a time period when our treasury
had a $2 billion shortfall; and in the
State of Washington, $2 billion is a lot
of money.

We had to figure out how to deal with
that in terms of cutting spending and
raising taxes and basically dealing
with covering the debts of government.

That is a horrible situation to have
to deal with as compared to the situa-
tion that we are in right now with a
strong economy generating strong rev-
enues, so that we can fund programs
and hopefully pay down the debt.

If we can pay down the debt, if we
can be fiscally responsible in a way
that keeps the economy moving for-
ward, that will have benefits that
spread all across the country and must
be a top priority.

I want to touch on one other point.
Basically, I figure a lot of people might
be tuning in and saying, what is a
Democrat doing talking about a
balanced budget and fiscal responsi-
bility? Well, I feel that I am a member
of the new Democratic Caucus, the new
Democratic Coalition that is very in-
terested in focusing on issues like fis-
cal responsibility and paying down the
debt. Because, though we believe in
government, we do believe that govern-
ment has a limited role to help in areas
like education and infrastructure and
protecting the environment. We also
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recognize that if we are not fiscally re-
sponsible, we will not be able to do
that. We will not have the confidence
of the voters in the first place that
their tax dollars are being well spent.

Second of all, as I mentioned earlier,
these are not one-time needs.
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We are not the only generation that

is ever going to need these things, and
if we spend all the money now, we do a
grave disservice to the future.

I have been very pleased with the
number of my Democratic colleagues
who have made paying down the debt
and getting a balanced budget the
number one priority in this budget
process. I think it speaks well for the
direction of the Democratic party
today.

That, Mr. Speaker, is an excellent
intro for the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAVID MINGE), who has
been probably the leader in our caucus
on fiscal responsibility and paying
down the debt, and I yield to him at
this time.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague from Washington
for this opportunity to speak during
his special order.

First, I would like to say that I
would associate myself with my col-
league’s comments. I certainly agree
with the gentleman wholeheartedly.
And I would further preface my re-
marks by complimenting the Speaker.
The Speaker has done a remarkable job
of keeping his commitment to moving
the budget resolution through on a
timely basis.

I know that on our side of the aisle
we have had difficulty with this some
years. Last year, with different leader-
ship, we never did have a concurrent
budget resolution that passed Con-
gress, which was a real failure of lead-
ership. But this year we do have a con-
current budget resolution, and I do
think the Speaker is to be commended
for the priority he has accorded this
task and the fact it was completed on
a timely basis. It is almost historic.

I would also like to compliment the
leadership for staying within the budg-
et caps. The President also stayed
within the budget caps. There has been
a lot of squabbling about whether this
budget or that budget was actually
within the budget caps, and of course
there will be a great deal of anguish as
we try to live within the budget caps,
but, nonetheless, we have had a re-
markable bipartisan commitment to
staying within the budget caps.

The next question is how have we ac-
quitted ourselves of our responsibility
to deal with this task of providing the
Committee on Appropriations and the
other committees in Congress with a
road map as to how they ought to per-
form their functions vis-a-vis the budg-
et for the fiscal year 2000 and for the
subsequent budget years. I think it is
here that we begin to really see some
disagreement in perspective.

As my colleagues have indicated,
there is some real unhappiness with

the fact that the priority that we
ought to be according to paying down
the debt has not been shared on a bi-
partisan basis to date. We have had
several years of remarkably good eco-
nomic times, about 9 years, and we are
all pleased here in the United States
that we have had good economic times.
It is the economy more than anything
else that has allowed us to come within
just a fraction of a percent of balancing
the budget here in fiscal year 1999. And
the hope is, with the new CBO baseline,
we will indeed balance the budget in
fiscal year 2000 without using Social
Security. It is historic.

So the question is if we are balancing
the budget without using Social Secu-
rity, what are we doing to address the
problem of the $5.7 trillion national
debt? What priority do we accord that?
And, Mr. Speaker, I would like to em-
phasize that I, and I think most Mem-
bers in Congress, feel that paying down
the national debt is indeed a top pri-
ority.

Certainly it is refreshing to see us
take the Social Security Trust Fund
out of the budget and quit using that
to subsidize other programs or the
budget generally. But the fact of the
matter is that by taking the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund off budget, we are
only doing what we really should have
done years ago. And what we are fail-
ing to do at this point is to use some of
the surplus that has been projected for
the next 5 years and the next 10 years
to pay down on this debt.

My colleagues and I in the Blue Dog
coalition, and about 135 of us, voted for
a budget 3 weeks ago that would devote
50 percent of the surplus to paying
down on the debt. This budget proposal
had bipartisan support, and the new
Democratic coalition was a very im-
portant part of this. Tragically, we
could not prevail on the majority to in-
clude this commitment to paying down
the national debt in the budget that
was passed here this week.

I would like to urge that in the
weeks and months ahead that we work
together on a bipartisan basis and de-
termine if there is a way that we can
go back to that principle of devoting 50
percent of our surplus that is projected
to reducing our Nation’s debt. In these
good times, we ought to be making the
repairs to our fiscal house.

There is a saying that when the sun
is shining, it is time to fix the roof.
Well, the sun is shining on the Amer-
ican economy these days, and it is time
to fix the budget roof, to pay down that
debt so that the legacy that we are
leaving our children does not include
this $20,000 per capita debt that each
man, woman and child has in the
United States today as their part of
being Americans.

If we take that $5 trillion and divide
it by our Nation’s population, it is
roughly $20,000 that each man, woman
and child in this country has as that
person’s share of the Nation’s debt.

Now, President Clinton did not han-
dle it quite the same way we did in the

budget that was proposed by the Demo-
crats. He would take a portion of the
surplus and reserve that for the Medi-
care program. And although that is not
identical, it certainly is a step in the
right direction, and I want to commend
the President for that. I hope that the
President can work with those of us in
Congress to achieve this goal.

I would like to make one other com-
ment, if my colleague from Washington
would indulge me, and that is that we
have a great deal of emphasis these
days on trying to do right by the men
and women in our armed forces; in
their pay scale and in their retirement
benefits. I do not disagree that the men
and women in uniform need additional
compensation so that they are fairly
treated in this robust economy that we
have. I realize that we are losing expe-
rienced military personnel, taking
early retirement or not reupping be-
cause they can do better in the private
sector.

But I would like to emphasize that as
we proceed with this task of trying to
do right by the men and women that
work for the Federal Government, that
we not overlook the fact that the civil
servants similarly find that the private
sector is quite attractive. In fact, I
have met with folks that work for the
Farm Service Agency in the rural Mid-
west, and I am learning that, to the
horror of the administrator of that pro-
gram, we are daily losing highly quali-
fied experienced personnel to the pri-
vate sector; people that are saying
they are not sure what this agency is
going to be doing; they are concerned
that there have been cutbacks in staff-
ing levels and there may be further
cutbacks; and the compensation level
has not kept up with the private sec-
tor.

So it is easy to pick out one group
and say we are going to favor that
group, but I think it has to be a
balanced approach. And we should not
lose sight of the fact that other men
and women working for the Federal
Government are in a similar predica-
ment.

Now, having said this, I am not urg-
ing that we go back and somehow do
something irresponsible with the budg-
et. I am simply saying it is a task of
being fair and proportional. It is a
question of equity. And as we proceed
with the appropriations bills, I trust
that we will be fair to all Federal em-
ployees.

In closing, I would again like to
thank the gentleman from Washington
for his leadership on this and urge that
we recognize the importance of paying
down this vast national debt as a top
priority and using the budget surpluses
that are anticipated in the years to
come.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Minnesota.

To conclude this topic, I will just go
back to where I started from. This is
going to be a long process. The budget
resolution that we have passed is but
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the first step. Passing the 13 appropria-
tions bills over the course of the next 6
to 7 months will be the important step.
That is where we will make the deci-
sions.

And as we approach those decisions,
we have a clear choice. We can do poli-
tics as usual. And politics as usual ba-
sically means that we over promise and
play political games to try to make it
look like we can keep more promises
than we possibly can in the hopes that
the people we are making those prom-
ises to will not notice that we have not
kept them or, better yet, will find
somebody else to blame for the fact
they have not been kept.

That is the politics of taking one per-
son’s tax cuts, another person’s spend-
ing increases, doing a deal, and just
worrying about the debt later. That
process is what got us into this mess in
the first place.

I understand how powerful that proc-
ess can be. Not a day goes by that I do
not have somebody come into my office
and present a very credible case for a
need. Whether it is a need for spending
increases or a need for a particular tax
cut, they make very powerful argu-
ments.

And we must look at each one of
those situations and make disciplined
decisions. But we cannot look at each
one of those and simply say, well, gosh,
is this an important program; would we
like to spend money on it; and, if so,
we must. We must look at that side of
the equation, but we must balance it
against the overall needs of a fiscally
responsible budget and not promise
more than we can possibly give out.

I fear that the old politics of the
1980s, of basically winning elections
one check at a time, whether it is a tax
cut or a spending increase that makes
some group happy, is where we are
headed again. And when I see people
talking about the so-called politics of
never-ending surpluses, I see us drift-
ing into that direction and it worries
me.

Because the other choice is to be fis-
cally responsible in how we approach
the budget and be disciplined, and
place as an overarching priority that
shall not be bent that we first balance
the budget and, second, begin paying
down the debt.

Now, the good news is that because of
that strong economy we can do both
those things and still do some other
things. We can increase spending to
help our men and women of the armed
forces and we can do some tax cuts.
But we cannot do everything that ev-
erybody has laid out on the table dur-
ing the course of this budget resolution
debate.

And if we promise too much and get
ourselves too far down that road so
that we feel we cannot go back on
those promises, what will suffer is fis-
cal discipline. And, more specifically,
what will suffer is our children and
their children and the future genera-
tions of this country who, once again,
will grow up to be handed a credit card

bill as the first thing that we give
them. That is not leadership. That is
not what we were elected to do.

Now, I know a good many people say
the way to get reelected is to bring
home stuff. Whatever it is, a bridge, a
swimming pool, a new school, what-
ever, we must bring home something to
our constituents so that we can show
them that we have made a difference.
In each election what I want to be able
to say that I brought home to the peo-
ple I represent is fiscal responsibility;
a balanced budget that is going to keep
our economy strong and keep our com-
mitment to future generations. That
ought to be enough for Members of
Congress to bring home.

That is the message I am getting
from my constituents; be responsible,
be disciplined. Yes, we have needs, but
there is no reason we cannot meet
those needs within the parameters of a
balanced budget and paying down the
debt. Make that the top priority.

Mr. Speaker, with that I would like
to now yield to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. VIC SNYDER), who has been
a leader on fiscal responsibility and
making sure that we have a fair and
balanced budget.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for allowing me to be
here with him this evening. I appre-
ciate the work the gentleman has done
on these issues and the folks that
stayed around to talk about the impor-
tance of fiscal discipline.

As the gentleman knows, the House
has adjourned for the week. Most peo-
ple are in planes heading home, and it
seems like we had some stalwarts de-
fending the importance of fiscal dis-
cipline in this country to stick around
this evening and discuss this issue.

I want to make a comment briefly, if
I could. I heard someone on the House
floor today talking about how we have
the situation now where we have budg-
et surpluses as far as the eye can see.
As far as the eye can see. I think it is
very nice to be part of a Congress, in
my second term, where we can talk
about budget surpluses. But as I look
out at the world today, I also see chal-
lenges as far as the eye can see.

Mr. Speaker, we better be very, very
careful that we not head down the path
of a lack of fiscal discipline and head
into the time of not being responsible
in how we deal with these surpluses or
we will make some mistakes like we
have in the past.
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So what are some of the challenges?
We talked a lot about the importance
of dealing with Social Security and
Medicare before we talk about major
and large and huge tax cuts. That is
what the American people want us to
do. They want us to deal with the chal-
lenges of Social Security and Medicare.

They understand this baby boomer
generation, of which I am a member.
When we are fully retired in 15 or 20
years, we will challenge those two sys-
tems.

The events in Kosovo and the
Balkans in the last 3 weeks really
bring home the importance of having a
well-funded and adequate and strong
and capable and technologically supe-
rior defense. And there were a lot of us
that have been concerned, even before
these events in the Balkans, that we
need to put additional money into the
defense budget. Clearly, the events of
the last 3 weeks, the last 21, 22 days,
bring home that even more.

I am also on the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs and have been very con-
cerned as a family doctor about, are we
adequately funding the health needs of
veterans? I believe there is going to be
some information come out in the next
few days about the potential once
again, bring home the potential once
again for hepatitis C and its impact on
the VA health care system.

As we learn more and about hepatitis
C, its long latency period, about the in-
creased risk to Vietnam veterans,
about the devastation that it can bring
on people years after they incurred the
virus through chronic hepatitis,
through loss of their liver, through
death. I had a friend who died a few
months ago of hepatitis C, and he had
been in good health at age 43 2 weeks
before his death.

And finally, the changing world econ-
omy. It is too soon to think that be-
cause we see surpluses as far as the eye
can see that this world economy will
never change in a negative direction.
Of course we are going to have reces-
sions. Of course we are going to have
recessions in the future, some of which
may be fairly major. These are the
kinds of things that we have to be pre-
pared for that are challenges in the fu-
ture.

Agriculture: In Arkansas we had ter-
rible problems with drought and low
prices, and I do not see and I do not
think many people in Arkansas see
that improving this next cycle. That is
going to be a very great challenge for
this country, and we are nowhere close
to solving that.

Challenges take money. And I sup-
port tax cuts. I supported the tax cuts
in 1997. I supported balancing the budg-
et in 1997. But before we are too quick
to give away huge tax cuts, contrary to
the wishes of the American people, we
had better deal with these very, very
significant challenges, solve them first,
be sure that we maintain our budget
discipline, our fiscal discipline is so im-
portant to this country and so impor-
tant to the American people, and then
deal with the long-term issue of what
kinds of tax cuts, in what amounts can
we give tax cuts to the American peo-
ple.

And I know every Member of Con-
gress would like to give tax cuts to the
American people if it is fiscally sound.

I appreciate the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. SMITH), his work on
this issue.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.
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CHINESE ESPIONAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to address the issues of Com-
munist China’s efforts to steal our
most advanced nuclear secrets, their
funneling of illegal contributions to
President Clinton’s 1996 reelection
campaign, and how the Clinton admin-
istration, either intentionally or
through incompetence has irreparably
damaged and compromised the security
of every man, woman, and child in the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, last summer during
President Clinton’s trip to China,
Jiang Zemin, the President of China,
told him that he had no involvement in
campaign fund-raising in the United
States; and President Clinton took his
word for it.

In that July 2, 1998, press conference,
President Clinton said, ‘‘They looked
into that, and he was obviously cer-
tain, and I do believe him, that he had
not ordered or authorized or approved
such a thing, and that he could find no
evidence that anybody in governmental
authority had done that,’’ giving ille-
gal campaign contributions to the
Democratic National Committee or the
President’s Reelection Committee.

Why would President Clinton say
that, Mr. Speaker? The New York
Times reported in May that Johnny
Chung was given $300,000 by Ms. Liu
Chao-ying, a Chinese aerospace execu-
tive who is a lieutenant colonel in the
People’s Liberation Army in Com-
munist Army, and her father at one
time was the head of the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army.

In April of 1996, 27 months before
President Clinton’s meeting with
President Jiang of China, Sandy
Berger, the head of the National Secu-
rity Council, was briefed that China
had stolen W–88 nuclear warhead de-
signs, neutron bomb data, and that a
spy might still be passing secrets to
China at Los Alamos, one of our nu-
clear research facilities.

Now, the W–88 nuclear warhead de-
sign is a miniaturized nuclear warhead,
and you can put as many as 10 of them
on one missile. So you can hit 10 cities
with one missile launched from China,
thereby endangering as many as 50 or
60 million Americans. And the neutron
bomb data, that kind of information,
would allow an enemy of the United
States, Communist China, to launch a
missile at the United States with a
neutron bomb warhead, and when it ex-
plodes, kills everybody in the city but
it does not destroy the infrastructure,
the roads, the bridges, or the buildings.

Now, Sandy Berger, the head of the
NSC, would have had to have told the
President about this. Why would Presi-
dent Clinton say that he believed
President Jiang of China?

Mr. Speaker, on April 8, 1999, at a
joint press conference with President

Clinton, when Communist China’s
Prime Minister Zhu Rongji was here,
he was asked about China’s theft of
U.S. nuclear secrets; and Prime Min-
ister Zhu said, ‘‘I have no knowledge
whatsoever of any charge of any allega-
tion of espionage or the theft of nu-
clear technology, and I do not believe
such story.’’

And President Clinton responded,
‘‘China is a big country with a big gov-
ernment, and I can only say that
America is a big country with a big
government and occasionally things
happen in this country and in this gov-
ernment that I do not know anything
about.’’ And he was indicating that the
stealing of this technology and the ille-
gal campaign contributions that were
authorized by the leaders of the Com-
munist Chinese Government could have
happened without their knowledge.

If that happens in Communist China,
they either shoot them or put them in
prison. So it is disingenuous for the
President to say that he believed him
when he knew full well that this was
taking place.

In July of 1997, a year before his
meeting with President Jiang and 27
months before his meeting with Prime
Minister Zhu, the administration ac-
knowledges that NSC Director Sandy
Berger briefed the President, told him
about weaknesses in our nuclear lab-
oratories and about China’s spying.

So when President Clinton met with
President Jiang and Prime Minister
Zhu, he had already been briefed by
NSC Director Berger sometime before
about the possibility of spying and es-
pionage taking place at our nuclear fa-
cilities.

Before the President met with Zhu,
the L.A. Times reported that Johnny
Chung had testified under oath that he
was directed to make illegal campaign
contributions to the President’s reelec-
tion campaign by General Ji Shengde,
who met with him three times and or-
dered that $300,000 be directed to Chung
for political contributions, and that
there were other conduits, other people
that they were working with to get
money into the President’s reelection
campaign and to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee.

Now, Johnny Chung was a friend of
the President. He was in the White
House 50 times. He brought other peo-
ple in, Communist leaders, to meet
with the President. And he was one of
the major conduits of bringing illegal
campaign contributions into this coun-
try.

General Ji Shengde was the head of
the Chinese Communist military intel-
ligence, the equivalent of our Defense
Intelligence Agency in this country;
and he was the one that was giving the
order to funnel these illegal campaign
contributions from communist China
into the President’s reelection cam-
paign and into the Democrat National
Committee.

Now, why would President Clinton
suggest that maybe the Chinese leader-
ship did not know about the spying at

Los Alamos? Why would he say that?
Mr. Speaker, when they do something
in China, as I said before, they either
shoot them or throw them in jail.

Now, regarding Chinese espionage. In
April of 1996, 27 months before Presi-
dent Clinton accepted President
Jiang’s denial, and 3 years before he
suggested that China’s spying might be
the fault of ‘‘big government,’’ the De-
partment of Energy’s chief of intel-
ligence Notra Trulock told National
Security Advisor Sandy Berger, the
head of the NSC, that China had stolen
both W–88 nuclear warhead designs,
that is the miniature nuclear warhead
that they can put 10 of them on one
missile, and neutron bomb data; that a
spy might still be passing those secrets
to China from Los Alamos, our nuclear
research facility.

Mr. Speaker, according to Energy of-
ficials who took part in the meeting
and read highly classified materials
used to prepare for it, Sandy Berger
was also told how the stolen tech-
nology could fit into Beijing’s overall
nuclear strategy and how the W–88
technology could be used as part of a
plan to rely on the mobility of truck-
launched missiles with small warheads
to better survive a counter-nuclear at-
tack by the United States.

According to the New York Times,
Energy officials said the briefing was a
culmination of a 5-month interagency
study of the W–88 theft and related
issues and it was pretty was ‘‘a pretty
specific briefing.’’ One American offi-
cial who was present said that. Sandy
Berger was even told that investigators
had identified a prime suspect at Los
Alamos in the theft and would shortly
turn their information over to the FBI
for a formal criminal inquiry.

Why did Sandy Berger, the head of
the NSC, appearing on NBC’s Meet the
Press last month, say the information
he was told about 3 years ago was very
general and very preliminary? Why did
he say we did not have a suspect in the
theft of the W–88 technology? Why did
he say that we did not know who, we
did not really know how, and we did
not really know what?

We know at the end of the briefing
that I just talked about, according to
officials that were present, Notra
Trulock referred to a report from a
Chinese source which had been pro-
vided to the Department of Energy by
the FBI in March of 1996, over 3 years
ago.

Mr. Speaker, the Chinese source indi-
cated that officials inside China’s in-
telligence service were boasting about
how they had just stolen secrets from
the United States and had used them
to improve Beijing’s neutron bomb.

The source further suggested that
Chinese agents solved a 1988 design
problem by coming back to the United
States in 1995 to steal more secrets.
The source, who in the past has pro-
vided reliable information, even de-
tailed how the information was trans-
ferred from the United States to com-
munist China.
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According to one official, the intel-

ligence about the neutron bomb was
hot off the press and it was included in
the briefing to warn the White House of
the possibility of continuing Chinese
espionage.

Mr. Speaker, in November of 1996, al-
most 11⁄2 years after first suspecting
the theft of nuclear secret from Los Al-
amos, Charles B. Curtis, the Deputy
Secretary for Energy, ordered a series
of security measures to be carried out
on a straight timetable during the next
several months. None of these meas-
ures were carried out until September
of 1998, almost 2 years later, and there
was a threat and a strong indication
that espionage had taken place and our
top secrets were being stolen by the
communist Chinese. Why did we wait 2
years? Why did they not implement
those series of security measures?

Mr. Speaker, in March of 1997, 4
months before President Clinton was
scheduled to visit China, the Energy
Department’s Acting Secretary for De-
fense Programs, Victor Reis, and the
Acting Director for Nonproliferation,
Kenneth Baker, prevented Notra
Trulock, when he saw further evidence
that the Chinese had other ongoing spy
operations at the weapons lab and he
asked to meet with Secretary of En-
ergy Federico Peña, they kept him
from briefing Secretary Peña for 4
months. Why?

Mr. Speaker, in April of 1997, when
the FBI requested a wiretap to be put
on the phone of the conversations of
Wen Ho Lee, the chief suspect in the
theft of America’s W–88 miniaturized
warhead technology, the nuclear tech-
nology, they were turned down by the
Justice Department.

Why would the Justice Department
turn down this request for electronic
technology to be put on this gentle-
man’s phone when they thought and
highly suspected and even knew that
he was giving top secret nuclear tech-
nology to the Chinese communists that
endangered every man, woman, and
child in this country?

Why would the Justice Department
not allow electronic technology and
wiretaps to be put on his phone? Why?
And who at the Justice Department
turned down this request? This guy was
accused of stealing America’s most ad-
vanced nuclear technology. Why was
this request turned down? Why?

In August of 1997, FBI Director Louis
Freeh told Energy Department officials
that the Bureau did not have enough
evidence to arrest Wen Ho Lee, but
that Mr. Lee could now be removed
from his position without harming
their investigation and that DOE was
to determine whether or not to keep
Lee on since ‘‘the case was not as im-
portant as what damage he might do or
continue to do by accessing additional
information.’’
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Why did the Department of Energy
keep Lee on with FBI approval, retain-
ing his security clearances until De-

cember of 1998, about 2 years later,
when he was moved to a nonclassified
area and took a lie detector test for the
first time. Why?

Mr. Speaker, again in 1997, in July, a
year before his meeting with President
Jiang and 21 months before his meeting
with Prime Minister Zhu, Sandy
Berger, the head of the NSC, received a
second detailed briefing about China’s
spying and soon after told President
Clinton about weaknesses at the lab-
oratories and about China’s spying.

Mr. Speaker, in August of 1997, Gary
Samore, the senior National Security
Council official assigned to the China
spy case asked, now, get this, asked the
CIA director to seek an alternative
analysis on how China developed its
smaller warheads. In other words, he
did not want to talk about them being
stolen from Los Alamos through espio-
nage. He wanted to find out an alter-
native analysis from the CIA on how
they might have gotten this tech-
nology. Immediately after he got this
briefing from Notra Trulock in August
of 1997. Why, when presented with such
overwhelming evidence of Chinese espi-
onage, did Gary Samore at the Na-
tional Security Council seek to down-
play the significance of the informa-
tion, asking the CIA to come up with
another explanation about China’s ad-
vances? Why?

Mr. Speaker, in May of 1998, Notra
Trulock, Energy Department’s director
of intelligence, was demoted to acting
deputy director of intelligence after he
made a third report to the Energy De-
partment Inspector General about a
steady pattern of suppression of coun-
terintelligence issues. Somebody was
trying to keep a lid on all this.

Mr. Speaker, in July 1998, the same
month that President Clinton was
meeting with China’s President Jiang,
when the House intelligence committee
requested an update on the spy case
from Notra Trulock, Trulock testified
that Acting Energy Secretary Eliza-
beth Moler ordered him not to go to
the panel for fear that the information
would be used to attack President Clin-
ton’s China policy. Why did Elizabeth
Moler do this?

Mr. Speaker, the Chinese thefts of
U.S. nuclear secrets, according to Paul
Redmund, the CIA’s chief spy hunter,
were, quote, far more damaging to na-
tional security than Aldrich Ames—he
is the spy who is now in jail—and the
spying would turn out to be as bad as
the Rosenbergs. Now you recall the
Rosenbergs were the ones who gave nu-
clear secrets to the Russians and the
Soviet Union back during and after
World War II. Both of them were exe-
cuted for giving that nuclear tech-
nology to the Soviets so that they
could build their nuclear missiles that
were directed at the United States.
And he said, this Mr. Redmund, that
this spying would turn out to be as bad
or worse, or as bad as the Rosenberg
case. You can see how really bad this
is.

Mr. Speaker, at the same time that
China was conducting its highly suc-

cessful espionage operations against
the United States, the Committee on
Government Reform, which I chair, for
2 years has known about and tracked
millions of dollars that were given to
the Democrat Party and the Presi-
dent’s reelection committee that can
be directly traced to Hong Kong,
Macao, Indonesia, South America and
Communist China. Mr. Speaker, long
before President Clinton met with
President Jiang and long before he met
with Prime Minister Zhu, we knew for
a long time that China’s head of mili-
tary intelligence, General Ji Shengde,
had been pulling the strings for a mas-
sive conglomerate called China Re-
sources which U.S. intelligence agen-
cies have said operates fronts for the
People’s Liberation Army in Hong
Kong and worldwide.

Mr. Speaker, for a long time we have
known that China Resources has joint
ventures with the Indonesia-based
international firm called the Lippo
Group. We have also known that the
Lippo Group is run by Mochtar and
James Riady. We have known that the
ethnic Chinese James Riady is a close
friend of the President’s and has fre-
quently visited him at the White
House. He was also instrumental in
getting John Huang appointed to a
very important position at the Com-
merce Department and later at the
Democrat National Committee.

Mr. Speaker, we have known that
James Riady’s chief adviser on polit-
ical donations was John Huang, who is
a former employee of the Lippo Group
and who accepted this job at the Com-
merce Department and then left the
Commerce Department to work at the
Democrat National Committee where,
with the help of James Riady and the
Lippo Group and Mochtar, he collected
nearly $3 million in illegal campaign
contributions for the Democrat Party
and the President’s reelection com-
mittee.

Mr. Speaker, we have in our posses-
sion checks, copies of checks which
represent illegal contributions to the
Democrat Party drawn from accounts
in the Lippo Bank which is controlled
by the Riady family.

It is now being reported that Johnny
Chung, who gave more than $360,000 to
the Democrat Party, has told a grand
jury that some of the money he con-
tributed to the Democrat Party came
from China’s head of military intel-
ligence, the very same people that
wanted this nuclear technology, Gen-
eral Ji Shengde. General Ji is the man
in the Chinese military most likely to
be directing China’s spy operations and
most likely to be interested in Amer-
ica’s nuclear secrets.

Mr. Speaker, it now appears that
General Ji was the mastermind behind
China’s efforts to get the Clinton-Gore
team reelected. Johnny Chung has re-
portedly told a grand jury he was co-
ordinating efforts to funnel money into
the campaign, along with others, ac-
cording to General Ji. Is it possible
that he was working with John Huang
and Charlie Trie as well?
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Mr. Speaker, Johnny Chung, John

Huang and Charlie Trie together raised
over $3 million in illegal donations,
that we know of, that have been linked
to the Bank of China.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to re-
peat that on July 2, 1998 during Presi-
dent Clinton’s trip to China when he
was asked to comment on his discus-
sions with President Jiang Zemin
about China’s involvement in campaign
fund-raising in the United States,
President Clinton said, ‘‘they looked
into that, and he was obviously cer-
tain, and I do believe him, that he had
not ordered or authorized or approved
such a thing, the illegal contributions,
and that he could find no evidence that
anybody in governmental authority
had done that.’’ The President said he
believed that.

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton at his
own press conference on March 19, 1998,
in response to the question, ‘‘Can you
assure us, the American people, that
under your watch no valuable secrets
were lost,’’ and he said, quote: Can I
tell you there has been no espionage at
the lab since I have been President? I
can tell you that no one has reported
to me they suspect such a thing has oc-
curred.

Mr. Speaker, on April 8, 1999, at a
joint press conference with President
Clinton when China’s Prime Minister
Zhu Rongji was asked about China’s
theft of nuclear secrets, Zhu said, ‘‘I
have no knowledge whatsoever of any
charge of any allegation of espionage
or the theft of nuclear technology and
I don’t believe such a story.’’ This is
the prime minister of China.

President Clinton responded, ‘‘China
is a big country with a big government
and I can only say that America is a
big country with a big government and
occasionally things happen in this gov-
ernment that I do not know anything
about.’’

Mr. Speaker, how could President
Clinton, who knew at least 1 year be-
fore meeting with President Jiang and
probably as early as April of 1996 about
Chinese spying, and had all this infor-
mation about illegal Chinese efforts to
funnel money into the 1996 Clinton-
Gore reelection efforts, say, ‘‘I do be-
lieve’’ President Jiang? It is just al-
most disingenuous.

Mr. Speaker, it is inconceivable that
President Clinton did not know about
China’s espionage and China’s fun-
neling of illegal contributions into this
reelection campaign when he met with
Prime Minister Zhu.

Mr. Speaker, how could the President
who had been briefed by Sandy Berger
in July of 1997 and probably as early as
April of 1996 about Chinese spying sug-
gest that maybe China’s spying was the
result of ‘‘big government’’ and that
maybe China’s leadership did not know
about their spying at Los Alamos? Wen
Ho Lee we know had not only been in-
volved in that spying, at least that is
what we believe now, and he has al-
ready taken some lie detector tests and
is still under investigation, we also

know that he called convicted spy
Peter Lee at the Livermore Labora-
tories where a neutron bomb was being
researched some time ago. How could
the President say that this was a result
of big government?

It is impossible that the Chinese
leadership did not know about this spy-
ing. You get shot in China when you do
something like that without telling the
leadership.

Mr. Speaker, on March 7, 1997, Presi-
dent Clinton said, ‘‘I don’t believe you
can find any evidence of the fact that I
had changed government policy solely
because of a contribution.’’

Mr. Speaker, in February of 1998, 5
months before he met President Jiang
and 14 months before he met Prime
Minister Zhu, President Clinton ig-
nored strenuous objections from the
Department of Justice which was in-
vestigating the Loral Corporation for
an unauthorized technology transfer to
China and granted Loral a waiver for
official transfers of essentially the
same missile technology to China that
Loral was being criminally inves-
tigated for giving to China without au-
thorization in 1996.

Bernard Schwartz, the chairman of
Loral Corporation, contributed over
$1.365 million to various Democratic
accounts, including the reelection of
the President.

Mr. Speaker, in a March interview
with CNN’s Wolf Blitzer, when ques-
tioned about China’s spying at Los Ala-
mos, Vice President Gore said, ‘‘The
law enforcement agencies pursued it
aggressively with our full support.’’

On March 14, 1999, Sandy Berger as-
serted that upon learning of China’s
nuclear espionage, the administration,
quote, imposed and enforced the strict-
est controls on China of any country
except those for which we have embar-
goes, such as Libya, end quote.

Mr. Speaker, if the Vice President
and NSC Director Sandy Berger are
right, why after showing deceptive an-
swers in his first lie detector test in
December of 1998 did it take the Clin-
ton administration another 2 months
to give Mr. Lee a second test? After
failing that second test, why did it
take them another month to get rid of
him?

Why did Elizabeth Moler, who or-
dered Notra Trulock not to brief the
House Intelligence Committee say that
she could not recall being told about
Trulock’s request for a briefing even
when a memorandum from Mr. Trulock
concerning the briefing request was
found in the safe in her office after she
left her job at the Energy Department?

Mr. Speaker, if what the Vice Presi-
dent and Sandy Berger say is true,
why, within 2 months after becoming
Energy Secretary in January of 1993,
when Keith Fultz, Assistant Comp-
troller General with the General Ac-
counting Office, briefed Hazel O’Leary
and strongly recommended that the
Department of Energy improve con-
trols over foreign visitors to DOE
weapons laboratories and urged

O’Leary to seek a further briefing
about espionage at DOE laboratories
from U.S. intelligence agencies, did
Fultz say that O’Leary say she did not
seem very interested in the matter?

Why, according to the Washington
Times, did a former contractor for one
of the Department of Energy’s three
nuclear weapons laboratories recall
that O’Leary, quote, decided in her in-
finite wisdom to lessen security at the
labs? Nuclear technology is being sto-
len and she lessened security at the
labs. The Cold War is over, the con-
tractor says that she indicated, and in
Mrs. O’Leary’s mind it was not nec-
essary to have so much money spent on
security. We did away with the people
in actual security guard forces, secu-
rity clearances were deemed virtually
unnecessary in all but a very few areas,
former secure areas were opened up,
and many documents and files were al-
lowed to be seen which at one time
were of a secret or classified nature.

Why, according to the Washington
Times, did the White House originally
tell the Cox committee that the Presi-
dent was not told about Chinese espio-
nage until 1998? We know he must have
known back as far as 1997 or 1996 when
his NSC director, Sandy Berger, found
out about it.

Why did David Leavy, spokesman for
the National Security Council, explain
this discrepancy by saying, ‘‘Well, after
the Cox committee process, we’ve re-
membered more.’’

Mr. Speaker, on April 7, 1998, speak-
ing at a U.S. Institute for Peace event,
President Clinton implied that anyone
critical of China was using, quote, cari-
catures and exaggerating the Chinese
threat.

Let me share a portion of the Presi-
dent’s speech according to the record.

‘‘Now, we hear that China is a coun-
try to be feared. A growing number of
people say that it is the next great
threat to our security and our well-
being.

‘‘They claim it is building up its
military machine for aggression and
using the profits of our trade to pay for
it. They urge us, therefore, to contain
China, to deny it access to our mar-
kets, our technology, our investment,
and to bolster the strength of our allies
in Asia to counter the threat a strong
China will pose in the 21st century.
What about that scenario? Clearly, if it
chooses to do so, China could pursue
such a course, pouring much more of
its wealth into military might and into
traditional great power geopolitics.

‘‘This would rob it of much of its fu-
ture prosperity, and it is far from inev-
itable that China will choose this path.
Therefore, I would argue that we
should not make it more likely that
China choose this path by acting as if
that decision has already been made.

‘‘We have to follow a different course.
We cannot afford caricatures.’’

Well, the President knew that they
had been stealing nuclear secrets from
our laboratories, our nuclear labora-
tories, neutron bomb technology, W88
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technology, MRVing technology for
warheads and it had been given to
them by a person who worked for the
laboratory. The President had to know
this as far back as early 1997, and yet
they kept the man on there for over 2
more years and the President said we
do not need to worry about that?

Why is China taking this additional
nuclear technology if they do not real-
ly need it, if they do not have any in-
tentions of using it? Just a couple of
years ago, they fired some missiles into
the Sea of China next to Taiwan. One
of the leading military people in China
said that he did not think the United
States would worry too much about
that because if we got involved, we
would be much more concerned about
Los Angeles than we would about Tai-
wan.

b 1830
The implication was that there

might be a threat that they would do
something like launching a missile at
Los Angeles if we stuck our nose into
the Taiwanese issue.

Mr. Speaker, on March 29, 1999, one
week before President Clinton’s press
conference with Chinese Prime Min-
ister Zhu, Newsweek reported that
when the CIA recently showed data ob-
tained from its sources on China to a
team of nuclear weapons experts, they
practically fainted. These are our nu-
clear weapons experts, and when the
CIA recently showed that data that
was obtained from its sources about
China’s stealing of that technology,
our nuclear weapons guys almost faint-
ed.

The data, much of it written in Chi-
nese and never read, had been stored in
CIA computers and forgotten until
now. It showed that Chinese scientists
were routinely using phrases, descrip-
tions and concepts that came straight
out of U.S. weapons laboratories like
Los Alamos. ‘‘The Chinese penetration
is total,’’ said one official close to the
investigation. ‘‘They are deep, deep
into the lab’s black programs,’’ and
black programs are our most sensitive
nuclear technology security issues, and
they are deep, deep into them accord-
ing to our experts.

Newsweek even reported that China
may have even recently acquired two
U.S. cruise missiles that failed to deto-
nate during last fall’s U.S. attack on
terrorist Osama bin Laden and may be
attempting to copy their sophisticated
guidance and avoidance avionics tech-
nology.

Mr. Speaker, how can the President
say that anyone who is critical of

China and the threat are using carica-
tures?

Mr. Speaker, over the last 2 years my
committee has been conducting an in-
vestigation into illegal fund-raising in-
cluding illegal efforts by the Chinese to
influence our elections. We have had
121 people. Nothing like this in the his-
tory of the country: 121 people have ei-
ther taken the Fifth Amendment or
fled the country. A number of the most
important people on this list are now
in Communist China. When my staff
attempted to travel to China to inter-
view some of these people, the Chinese
government denied us visas and said
they would arrest anybody we sent
over there to investigate this.

Mr. Speaker, we asked the Bank of
China to provide us with bank records
that would show the origins of millions
of dollars in foreign money that was
funneled into the President’s reelec-
tion committee and the Democrat Na-
tional Committee. The Bank of China
has turned us down flat. The Clinton
administration has refused to do any-
thing to help us get this important in-
formation.

Mr. Speaker, when so many people
take the Fifth Amendment or flee the
country, it is obvious that a lot of laws
have been broken.

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton administra-
tion failure to investigate China’s fun-
neling of illegal contributions into the
Clinton-Gore reelection campaign and
China’s theft of America’s most ad-
vanced nuclear secrets are absolute
tragedies. Either intentionally or
through its own incompetence, the
Clinton administration has caused ir-
reparable damage to America’s na-
tional security. It has compromised the
security of every man, woman and
child in this country.

Mr. Speaker, this has to be inves-
tigated. The American public has a
right to know what is going on regard-
ing these illegal campaign contribu-
tions, and the thefts of our nuclear
technology, and whether or not there is
any connection between the two. We
can no longer accept the compromise
of this nation’s national security, and
we intend to pursue it as hard as we
possibly can. But we need the help of
the Justice Department, which has
been stonewalling us, and we need the
administration to give us some assist-
ance as well.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to

address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BAIRD) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BAIRD, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HOLT, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. NETHERCUTT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. DELAY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. NETHERCUTT, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Member (at her own

request) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes,
today

f

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on this day
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 440. To make technical corrections to
the Microloan Program.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 35 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until Mon-
day, April 19, 1999, at 2 p.m.

h

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel during the first quarter
of 1999 by Committees of the House of Representatives, as well as a consolidated report of foreign currencies and U.S. dol-
lars utilized for speaker-authorized official travel during first quarter of 1999, pursuant to Public Law 95–384, and for mis-
cellaneous groups in connection with official foreign travel during the calendar year 1998 are as follows:
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO GREAT BRITAIN, FRANCE, AND BELGIUM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 13 AND

FEB. 20, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per Diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign cur-
rency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S. cur-
rency 2

Foreign cur-
rency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S. cur-
rency 2

Foreign cur-
rency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S. cur-
rency 2

Foreign cur-
rency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S. cur-
rency 2

Benjamin Cline ........................................................ 2/14 2/17 Great Britain ......................................... .................... 365.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... 668.05 1,095.00
2/17 2/18 France ................................................... .................... 332.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... 1,192 332.00
2/18 2/20 Belgium ................................................ .................... 291.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... 20,882 582.00

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,409.00

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.

BENJAMIN CLINE, Mar. 19, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO MOSCOW AND ST. PETERSBURG, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAR. 12 AND MAR. 16,
1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Curt Weldon .................................................... 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00
Hon. Roger Wicker ................................................... 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00
Hon. Robert Cramer ................................................. 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00
Hon. John Hostettler ................................................ 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00
Hon. Jim Turner ....................................................... 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00
Hon. Ron Lewis ........................................................ 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00
Hon. Roscoe Bartlett ............................................... 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00
Hon. Brian Gunderson ............................................. 3/13 3/16 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,150.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,150.00

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 9,200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 9,200.00

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.

CURT WELDON, Apr. 8. 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO ALBANIA, MACEDONIA, AND KOSOVO, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 13 AND FEB.
18, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Charles E. White ...................................................... ............. 2/13 United States ........................................ .................... 3 455.00 .................... 2,237.96 .................... .................... .................... 2,692.96
2/14 2/15 Albania ................................................. .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/16 Macedonia ............................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/17 Kosovo (Serbia) ..................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Macedonia ............................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 ................. United States ........................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Hon. Frank R. Wolf .................................................. ............. 2/13 United States ........................................ .................... 4 470.00 .................... 2,237.96 .................... .................... .................... 2,707.96
2/14 2/15 Albania ................................................. .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/16 Macedonia ............................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/17 Kosovo (Serbia) ..................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Macedonia ............................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 ................. United States ........................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 925.00 .................... 4,475.92 .................... .................... .................... 5,400.92

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Figure results from subtracting $245.00 unused per diem returned to State Department from original per diem figure of $700.00.
4 Figure results from subtracting $230.00 unused per diem returned to State Department from original per diem figure of $700.00.

FRANK R. WOLF, Mar. 16, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 13
AND FEB. 21, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Doug Bereuter ................................................. 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... ( 3 ) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Tom Bliley ....................................................... 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... ( 3 ) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Herb Bateman ................................................. 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... ( 3 ) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Ralph Regula .................................................. 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/16 France ................................................... .................... 332.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,713.64 .................... .................... .................... 3,918.64
Hon. Marge Roukema .............................................. 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................

2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2127April 15, 1999
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 13

AND FEB. 21, 1999—Continued

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Michael Bilirakis ............................................. 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Paul Gillmor .................................................... 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Roy Blunt ........................................................ 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,608.64 .................... .................... .................... 4,145.64
Hon. Joel Hefley ....................................................... 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................

2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Scott McInnis .................................................. 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Ron Packard .................................................... 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. John Tanner ..................................................... 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Hon. Porter Goss ...................................................... 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 332.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,107.00

Susan Olson ............................................................ 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Jo Weber .................................................................. 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Robin Evans ............................................................ 2/13 2/15 Beligum ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Linda Pedigo ............................................................ 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

Ron Lasch ................................................................ 2/13 2/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 873.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/15 2/17 France ................................................... .................... 664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/17 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,439.00

John Walker Roberts ................................................ 2/16 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 902.00

John Herzberg .......................................................... 2/16 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 902.00

Jason Gross ............................................................. 2/16 2/18 Cyprus ................................................... .................... 200.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/18 Greece ................................................... .................... 124.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/18 2/21 Turkey ................................................... .................... 578.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 902.00

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 44,140.00 .................... 5,322.28 .................... .................... .................... 49,462.28

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.

DOUG BEREUTER, Mar. 23, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION OF THE BRITISH-AMERICAN PARLIAMENTARIAN GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN
JAN. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Parker Brent ............................................................ 11/12 11/17 England ................................................ .................... .................... .................... 2,307.00 .................... .................... .................... 2,307.00
Delegation expenses:

Return of accrued interest from 1994–1997 ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 8,563.25 .................... 8,563.25
Representational ............................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 603.30 .................... 603.30
Miscellaneous ................................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 10.88 .................... 10.88

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,307.00 .................... 9,177.43 .................... 11,484.43

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

DOUG BEREUTER, Mar. 5, 1999.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION OF THE CANADA-U.S. INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN

JAN. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998.

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Amo Houghton ................................................. 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... .................... .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Phil Crane ....................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Hon. William Delahunt ............................................ 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman ........................................ 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Lee Hamilton ........................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Hon. John LaFalce ................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,230.43

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 330.00 .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Bill Lipinski ..................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Collin Peterson ........................................................ 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Hon. E. Clay Shaw, Jr. ............................................. 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Hon. Cliff Stearns .................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Hon. Fred Upton ...................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.43 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.43
Carl Ek ..................................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.44 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.44
Allison Kiernan ........................................................ 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.44 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.44
Ken Nelson ............................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.44 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.44
Frank Record ........................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.44 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.44
Bob Van Wicklin ...................................................... 5/14 5/18 USA ....................................................... .................... 900.44 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 900.44
Delegation Expenses:

Miscellaneous ................................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 8,202.48 .................... 8,202.48
Representational ............................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 38,319.30 .................... 38,319.30
Interest Returned to Treasury ........................ ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,738.73 .................... ....................

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 13,506.50 .................... 330.00 .................... 46,521.78 .................... 60,358.28

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

AMO HOUGHTON, Mar. 15, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION OF THE U.S. CONGRESS-EUROPEAN COMMUNITY INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Curtis Banks ............................................................ 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 492.70 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 492.70
Nancy Bloomer ......................................................... 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Hon. Kevin Brady ..................................................... 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Matt Eggers ............................................................. 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Chaplain James Ford ............................................... 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Hon. Benjamin Gilman ............................................ 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
John Holiday ............................................................ 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Hon. Steven Horn ..................................................... 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Hon. Sheila Jackson-Lee .......................................... 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Shelly Livingston ..................................................... 3/1 3/3 United States ........................................ .................... 519.54 .................... 457.00 .................... .................... .................... 976.54
David Malech ........................................................... 6/24 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 585.84 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.84
Drake McGraw ......................................................... 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Laura Rush .............................................................. 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 624.87 .................... 230.00 .................... .................... .................... 854.87
Hon. Tom Sawyer ..................................................... 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... 207.00 .................... .................... .................... 624.00
Linda Solomon ......................................................... 3/1 3/3 United States ........................................ .................... 367.46 .................... 457.00 .................... .................... .................... 824.46

6/24 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 657.44 .................... 230.00 .................... .................... .................... 887.44
Hillel Weinberg ........................................................ 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Kathy Wilkes ............................................................ 6/25 6/28 United States ........................................ .................... 417.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 417.00
Delegation expenses:

Representational ............................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 54,295.24 .................... 54,295.24
Translation ...................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 7,326.84 .................... 7,326.84
Miscellaneous ................................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 190.90 .................... 190.90
Interest paid back to the U.S. Treasury ........ ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 8,503.91 .................... 8,503.91

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 8,251.85 .................... 1,581.00 .................... 70,316.89 .................... 80,149.74

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

BEN GILMAN, Mar. 8, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION OF THE MEXICO-U.S. INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN.
1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Jim Kolbe ......................................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman ........................................ 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. Cass Ballenger ................................................ 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. Joe Barton ....................................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. Brian Bilbray ................................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. William Delahunt ............................................ 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 287.87 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 287.87
Hon. David Dreier .................................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. Bob Filner ........................................................ 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 282.58 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 282.58
Hon. Lee H. Hamilton .............................................. 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. Donald A. Manzullo ......................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Hon. Silvestre Reyes ................................................ 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 590.04

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 318.04 .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Mark Sanford .................................................. 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 272.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 272.00
Everett Eissenstat ................................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 175.18 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 175.18
Charmaine Houserman ............................................ 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 175.18 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 175.18
Shelly Livingston ..................................................... 6/1 6/3 Mexico ................................................... .................... 328.38 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 974.64

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 646.26 .................... .................... .................... ....................
John Mackey ............................................................ 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 175.18 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 175.18
Caleb McCarry ......................................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 175.18 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 175.18
Denis McDonough .................................................... 6/19 6/21 Mexico ................................................... .................... 175.18 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 175.18
Delegation expenses:

Representational functions ............................ ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,344.60 .................... ....................
Translation/Interpreting .................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 760.18 .................... ....................
Miscellaneous ................................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 292.32 .................... ....................
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION OF THE MEXICO-U.S. INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN.

1 AND DEC. 31, 1998—Continued

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Return of accrued interest to Treasury .......... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 9,201.48 .................... 12,598.58

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 4,669.91 .................... 964.30 .................... 12,598.58 .................... 18,232.79

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.

JIM KOLBE, Mar. 8, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1, AND DEC.
31, 1998

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Doug Bereuter ................................................. 3/27 3/30 Portugal ................................................ .................... 621.99 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 621.99
Hon. Gerald Solomon ............................................... 3/27 3/30 Portugal ................................................ .................... 621.99 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 621.99
Hon. Tom Bliley ....................................................... 3/27 3/30 Portugal ................................................ .................... 621.99 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 621.99

............. 11/15 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28 .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28
Susan Olson ............................................................ 3/27 3/30 Portugal ................................................ .................... 621.99 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 621.99

5/22 ................. Spain .................................................... .................... .................... .................... 908.96 .................... .................... .................... 908.96
11/8 ................. United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,540.64 .................... .................... .................... 2,540.64

Josephine Weber ...................................................... 5/22 ................. Spain .................................................... .................... .................... .................... 520.96 .................... .................... .................... 520.96
11/9 ................. United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,756.64 .................... .................... .................... 2,756.64
11/12 ................. United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 4 40.68 .................... .................... .................... 40.68

Carol Doherty ........................................................... 5/22 ................. Spain .................................................... .................... .................... .................... 520.96 .................... .................... .................... 520.96
Ronald Lasch ........................................................... 5/22 ................. Spain .................................................... .................... .................... .................... 908.96 .................... .................... .................... 908.96
Hon. Owen Pickett ................................................... ............. 11/15 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28 .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28
Hon. John Tanner ..................................................... ............. 11/15 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28 .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28
Hon. Robert Wise ..................................................... ............. 11/15 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28 .................... .................... .................... 2,350.28
Robert King .............................................................. ............. 11/14 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,948.28 .................... .................... .................... 2,948.28

............. 11/14 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 4 24.00 .................... .................... .................... 24.00
Linda Pedigo ............................................................ ............. 11/14 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,948.28 .................... .................... .................... 2,948.28

............. 11/14 ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 4 53.00 .................... .................... .................... 53.00
Michael Ennis .......................................................... ............. 11/14 United Kingdom .................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,948.28 .................... .................... .................... 2,948.28
Delegation expenses:

Representational ............................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 25,330.65 .................... 25,330.65
Miscellaneous ................................................. ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 3,661.98 .................... 3,661.98
Accrued Interest Returned to Treasury .......... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 12,846.16 .................... 12,846.16

Total ........................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 2,497.96 .................... 26,529.76 .................... 41,838.79 .................... 70,847.31

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
4 Taxi fare.

DOUG BEREUTER, Mar. 11, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION OF THE SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN.
1 AND MAR. 31, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

John Finerty ............................................................. ............. 2/7 United States ........................................ .................... .................... .................... 4,285.73 .................... .................... .................... 4,285.73
2/8 2/17 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,345.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,345.00

Janice Helwig ........................................................... ............. 1/11 United States ........................................ .................... .................... .................... 3,718.45 .................... .................... .................... 3,718.45
1/12 3/31 Austria .................................................. .................... 10,329.91 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 10,329.91

Hon. Steny Hoyer ..................................................... ............. 1/13 United States ........................................ .................... .................... .................... 5,102.39 .................... .................... .................... 5,102.39
1/14 1/16 Austria .................................................. .................... 380.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 380.00

Marlene Kaufmann .................................................. ............. 1/13 United States ........................................ .................... .................... .................... 5,102.39 .................... .................... .................... 5,102.39
1/14 1/16 Austria .................................................. .................... 380.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 380.00

Michael Ochs ........................................................... ............. 1/4 United States ........................................ .................... .................... .................... 6,408.95 .................... .................... .................... 6,408.95
1/5 1/6 Turkey ................................................... .................... 211.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 211.00
1/6 1/9 Kyrgyzstan ............................................. .................... 680.60 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 680.60
1/10 1/16 Kazakstan ............................................. .................... 1,566.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,566.00

.................................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 14,892.51 .................... 24,617.91 .................... .................... .................... 39,510.42

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

CHRIS SMITH, Mar. 30, 1999.

h

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1533. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clopyralid; Ex-
tension of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP–300837; FRL–6074–5] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

1534. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the report to Congress
for Department of Defense purchases from
foreign entities in fiscal year 1998, pursuant
to Public Law 104–201, section 827 (110 Stat.
2611); to the Committee on Armed Services.

1535. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting an in-
terim report of the Department’s study of
the methods of selection of members of the
Armed Forces to serve on courts-martial; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1536. A letter from the Chair, Defense Envi-
ronmental Response Task Force, Under Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on
the actions of the Defense Environmental
Response Task Force for Fiscal Year 1998; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1537. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense, transmitting a report on the status
of efforts to prepare a plan for the inventory
management of in-transit items as required
by Section 349 of the Strom Thurmond Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2130 April 15, 1999
Year 1999; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

1538. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense, transmitting the Department of De-
fense Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical
(NBC) Defense Annual Report to Congress,
March 1999; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1539. A letter from the Director, Office of
Thrift Supervision, transmitting notifica-
tion of the details of the Office’s 1999 com-
pensation plan; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.

1540. A letter from the Chairperson, Na-
tional Council on Disability, transmitting
the Council’s Annual Report for Fiscal Year
1998, pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 781(a)(8); to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

1541. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Source Categories: Amendment for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants Emmissions From
Magnetic Tape Manufacturing Operations
[FRL–6321–8] (RIN: 2060–AH71) received April
6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

1542. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of Missouri [MO 067–1067a; FRL–6315–9]
received March 26, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1543. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Source Category: Pulp and Paper Produc-
tion [AD–FRL–6322–8] received April 6, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

1544. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Implementa-
tion Plan and Redesignation Request for the
Muscogee County, Georgia Lead Nonattain-
ment Area [GA–42–1–9908a; FRL–6321–1] re-
ceived April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1545. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans:
Washington [WA 68–7143–a; FRL–6322–5] re-
ceived April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1546. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Residual Risk Report to Congress;
to the Committee on Commerce.

1547. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of Iowa [IA 068–1068a; FRL–6322–1] re-
ceived April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1548. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Acid Rain Pro-
gram, Continuous Emission Monitoring Rule
Revisions [FRL–6320–8] (RIN: 2060–AG46)
Recevied April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1549. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the Combined Thirty-
Ninth through Forty-Third Quarterly Re-
ports to Congress on the status of Exxon and
Stripped Well Oil Overcharge Funds covering

April 1, 1997, through June 30, 1998; to the
Committee on Commerce.

1550. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the annual report required
under the Support for East European Democ-
racy Act of 1989, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 5474;
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

1551. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the Strategic Concept of NATO; to the
Committee on International Relations.

1552. A letter from the Chairman, Merit
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the
Twentieth Annual Report on the activities of
the Board during Fiscal Year 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 1206; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

1553. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Retirement,
Health, and Life Insurance Coverage For Cer-
tain Employees Of The District Of Columbia
Under The District Of Columbia Courts And
Justice Technical Corrections Act of 1998
(RIN: 3206–AI55) received April 7, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

1554. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Prevailing Rate Systems;
Environmental Differential Pay for Working
at High Altitudes (RIN: 3206–AI36) received
April 7, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Government Reform.

1555. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Election Commission, transmitting three ur-
gent recommendations for legislative action,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437d(d)(2); to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

1556. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the 1998 Section
8 Report on National Natural Landmarks
that have been damaged or are likely to be
damaged; to the Committee on Resources.

1557. A letter from the Director, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants: Final Rule to List the Flatwoods
Salamander as a Threatened Species (RIN:
1018–AE38) received March 26, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

1558. A letter from the Interim Staff Direc-
tor, United States Sentencing Commission,
transmitting an annual report of the com-
mission’s findings, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 3552
nt.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1559. A letter from the Regulations Officer,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Parts
and Accessories Necessary for Safe Oper-
ation; Lighting Devices, Reflectors, And
Electrical Equipment [FHWA Docket No.
MC–94–1; FHWA–1997–2222] (RIN: 2125–AD27)
received March 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1560. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense, transmitting a report on the ac-
tions taken to develop an integrated pro-
gram to prevent and respond to terrorist in-
cidents involving weapons of mass destruc-
tion; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. TALENT (for himself, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. PAUL, Mr. GOODE, Mr.

HUNTER, Mr. HAYWORTH, Ms. PRYCE of
Ohio, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. NORWOOD,
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. BARRETT of
Nebraska, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. HILLEARY):

H.R. 1427. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to further im-
prove the safety and health of working envi-
ronments, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. LANTOS:
H.R. 1428. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to strengthen the ban against
assault weapons by restricting the avail-
ability of such weapons and certain of their
component parts; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. LEE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CLAY,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. RUSH, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. OWENS, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Ms. NORTON, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. BISHOP, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas):

H.R. 1429. A bill to establish a program
under the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development to eliminate redlining in the
insurance business; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. HOUGHTON, and Mr.
SHOWS):

H.R. 1430. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand alternatives for
families with children, to establish incen-
tives to improve the quality and supply of
child care, to increase the availablility and
affordability of professional development for
child care providers, to expand youth devel-
opment opportunities, to ensure the safety of
children placed in child care centers in Fed-
eral facilities, to ensure adequate child care
subsidies for low-income working families,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Government Reform, Banking
and Financial Services, House Administra-
tion, Education and the Workforce, and the
Judiciary, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SAXTON:
H.R. 1431. A bill to reauthorize and amend

the Coastal Barrier Resources Act; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself, Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. GARY MIL-
LER of California, Mr. BROWN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, and Mr.
METCALF):

H.R. 1432. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to require the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to provide long-term nursing
care at public expense to any veteran with a
service-connected disability of 50 percent or
greater; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. BAIRD:
H.R. 1433. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for
State and local sales taxes in lieu of State
and local income taxes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BALLENGER (for himself, Mr.
HALL of Texas, Mr. STENHOLM, and
Mr. BOEHNER):
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H.R. 1434. A bill to amend the Occupational

Safety and Health Act of 1970; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. METCALF (for himself, Mr.
LEACH, and Mr. KANJORSKI):

H.R. 1435. A bill to allow depository insti-
tutions to offer negotiable order of with-
drawal accounts to all businesses, to repeal
the prohibition on the payment of interest
on demand deposits, to require the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System to
pay interest on certain reserves, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.

By Mr. BALLENGER (for himself, Mr.
HALL of Texas, and Mr. STENHOLM):

H.R. 1436. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

H.R. 1437. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

H.R. 1438. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

H.R. 1439. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr.
OSE, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mr. HORN):

H.R. 1440. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the 15 and 28 per-
cent individual income tax rates to 10 and 23
percent over a 10 year period; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOEHNER (for himself, Mr.
GOODLING, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. MCKEON,
Mr. CASTLE, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. TALENT, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. NOR-
WOOD, Mr. PAUL, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.
DEMINT, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. DELAY,
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. KASICH, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
LARGENT, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. BARTON
of Texas, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. HAYWORTH,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
SESSIONS, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WICKER,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. GOSS, Mr. HUTCHINSON,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
BRADY of Texas, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. STEARNS,
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. PITTS, Mr. PICKERING,
Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. PORTER, and
Ms. GRANGER):

H.R. 1441. A bill to amend section 8(a) of
the National Labor Relations Act; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. CALVERT:
H.R. 1442. A bill to amend the Federal

Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to continue and extend authority for
transfers to State and local governments of
certain property for law enforcement, public
safety, and emergency response purposes; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Ms. WATERS, Mr. SCOTT,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. NAD-
LER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. FARR of California,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mrs.
JONES of Ohio):

H.R. 1443. A bill to provide for the collec-
tion of data on traffic stops; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself and Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon):

H.R. 1444. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to develop and implement
projects for fish screens, fish passage de-
vices, and other similar measures to miti-
gate adverse impacts associated with irriga-
tion system water diversions by local gov-
ernmental entities in the States of Oregon,
Washington, Montana, and Idaho; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on Resources, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. DELAHUNT (for himself and
Mr. WATKINS):

H.R. 1445. A bill to promote research into,
and the development of an ultimate cure for,
the disease known as fragile X; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

By Mr. DUNCAN:
H.R. 1446. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a tax-free distribu-
tion from a qualified retirement plan to the
extent that the distribution is contributed
for charitable purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FORD (for himself, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD):

H.R. 1447. A bill to provide for the coordi-
nated end-to-end testing and disclosure of
the readiness of certain Federal and non-
Federal computer systems for the year 2000
computer problem; to the Committee on
Science.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:
H.R. 1448. A bill to require the Adminis-

trator of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to redesign expeditiously the airspace
over the New Jersey/New York metropolitan
area, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. GORDON:
H.R. 1449. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to prohibit sports agents from
influencing college athletes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KLECZKA (for himself, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, and Mr. MURTHA):

H.R. 1450. A bill to protect the privacy of
the individual with respect to the Social Se-
curity number and other personal informa-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committees on Banking and Financial
Services, and the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LAHOOD (for himself, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. PHELPS, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. PORTER, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HYDE,
Mr. WELLER, Mr. EWING, Mr. CRANE,
Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois):

H.R. 1451. A bill to establish the ABRAHAM
LINCOLN Bicentennial Commission; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. LAHOOD:
H.R. 1452. A bill to create United States

money in the form of noninterest bearing
credit in accordance with the 1st and 5th
clauses of section 8 of Article I of the Con-

stitution of the United States, to provide for
noninterest bearing loans of the money so
created to State and local governments sole-
ly for the purpose of funding capital projects;
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, and in addition to the Committee
on the Budget, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. LAMPSON:
H.R. 1453. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to restore the deduction for
2-earner married couples; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. LEACH, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. HORN,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. MINGE, Ms. LEE,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. TOWNS,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BROWN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
and Mr. MORAN of Kansas):

H.R. 1454. A bill to affirm the religious
freedom of taxpayers who are conscien-
tiously opposed to participation in war, to
provide that the income, estate, or gift tax
payments of such taxpayers be used for non-
military purposes, to create the Religious
Freedom Peace Tax Fund to receive such tax
payments, to improve revenue collection,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
STARK, and Mr. BERRY):

H.R. 1455. A bill to amend title XI of the
Social Security Act and the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish a mechanism
to promote the provision of Medicare cost-
sharing assistance to eligible low-income
Medicare beneficiaries; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 1456. A bill to improve the National
Writing Project; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. MINGE (for himself and Mr.
GILCHREST):

H.R. 1457. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the credit for
producing electricity from certain renewable
resources; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. NETHERCUTT (for himself and
Mr. WAMP):

H.R. 1458. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
taxes paid by employees and self-employed
individuals, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PETRI (for himself and Mr. AN-
DREWS):

H.R. 1459. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Labor to establish voluntary protection
programs; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. REYES:
H.R. 1460. A bill to amend the Ysleta del

Sur Pueblo and Alabama and Coushatta In-
dian Tribes of Texas Resoration Act to de-
crease the requisite blood quantum required
for membership in the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo
tribe; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. ROGAN (for himself and Mr.
ROTHMAN):
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H.R. 1461. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to exempt qualified law enforce-
ment officers from State laws prohibiting
the carrying of concealed firearms; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER (for himself,
Mr. CAMPBELL, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs. BONO,
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. COX, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
DREIER, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. GALLEGLY,
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
HORN, Mr. HUNTER, Ms. LEE, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. METCALF, Mr. GARY
MILLER of California, Mr. PAUL, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. POMBO,
Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. ROGAN, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SOUDER,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. WICKER, and
Mr. WALSH):

H.R. 1462. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives for
the ownership and control of corporations by
employees; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ROTHMAN (for himself and Mr.
HOLT):

H.R. 1463. A bill to require the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to conduct a feasibility study for ap-
plying airport bubbles as a method of identi-
fying, assessing, and reducing the adverse
environmental impacts of airport ground and
flight operations and improving the overall
quality of the environment, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. RYUN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. TIAHRT, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. BURR of
North Carolina, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr.
BLILEY, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana):

H.R. 1464. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that farm in-
come may be allocated among taxable years;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SALMON:
H.R. 1465. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for resi-
dential solar energy property; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SANDLIN:
H.R. 1466. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal estate, gift, and
generation-skipping transfer taxes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
CALLAHAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
LINDER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. NORWOOD,
Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr.
STUMP, and Mr. TANCREDO):

H.R. 1467. A bill to promote freedom, fair-
ness, and economic opportunity for families
by repealing the income tax, abolishing the
Internal Revenue Service, and enacting a na-
tional retail sales tax to be administered pri-
marily by the States; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Rules, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. POM-
EROY, Mr. MINGE, and Mrs. EMERSON):

H.R. 1468. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Market Transition Act to eliminate the limi-
tation on loan rates for marketing assist-
ance loans through the 2002 crop year; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. THUNE:
H.R. 1469. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to reestablish the mar-
keting aspects of farmers’ cooperatives in re-
lation to adding value to a farmer’s product
by feeding it to animals and selling the ani-
mals and to grant a declaratory judgment
remedy relating to the status and classifica-
tion of farmers’ cooperatives; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. VISCLOSKY:
H.R. 1470. A bill to reduce corporate wel-

fare and promote corporate responsibility; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committees on Resources,
Agriculture, Science, Banking and Financial
Services, the Budget, and Transportation
and Infrastructure, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. WATERS:
H.R. 1471. A bill to eliminate money laun-

dering in the private banking system, to re-
quire the Secretary of the Treasury to warn
insured depository institutions of foreign
countries in which there is a concentration
of money laundering activities, to amend the
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 to require
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System to include money laundering
activities in the consideration of applica-
tions under section 3 of such Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.

By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
HINCHEY, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. KOLBE,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. FROST, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. REYES, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska,
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. SHOWS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. DIXON, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. BALLENGER,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. STARK,
Mrs. KELLY, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. HOEFFEL,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. CANADY
of Florida, and Mr. CRAMER):

H.R. 1472. A bill to allow postal patrons to
contribute to funding for diabetes research
through the voluntary purchase of certain
specially issued United States postage
stamps; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER:
H. Con. Res. 86. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress regarding Fed-
eral decisions, actions, and regulations af-
fecting water; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
NEY, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. WHITFIELD,
Mr. WOLF, Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. DAN-
NER, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
KUYKENDALL, Mr. LEACH, Mrs. KELLY,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. RILEY, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. DIXON, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. FILNER, Mr. BENTSEN,
Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. TAN-
NER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. GILLMOR,
Mr. NADLER, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.

WELLER, Mr. PAUL, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. ROTHman, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska,
Mr. GORDON, Mr. PASTOR, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mr. BERMAN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. OSE,
Mr. HILL of Indiana, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. LUCAS of Ken-
tucky, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr.
DIAZ-BALART):

H. Con. Res. 87. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
current Federal income tax deduction for in-
terest paid on debt secured by a first or sec-
ond home should not be further restricted; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

19. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the Legislature of the State of Nebraska, rel-
ative to Resolution No. 29 petitioning the
Congress of the United States and the execu-
tive branch of the federal government to pro-
hibit federal recoupment of state tobacco
settlement recoveries; to the Committee on
Commerce.

20. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Pennsylvania, relative to Senate
Resolution No. 48 memorializing the Con-
gress of the United States to enact legisla-
tion clarifying section 1903(a)(3) of the Social
Security Act to protect the states from Fed-
eral seizure of any portion of the tobacco
settlement funds by the Secretary of Health
and Human Services as an overpayment
under the Federal Medicaid program; to the
Committee on Commerce.

21. Also, a memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the State of Nevada, relative to As-
sembly Joint Resolution No. 5 urging the
Congress to enact legislation that provides
for the payment of lump sums to persons
who became eligible for social security bene-
fits after 1981 and before 1992 and have re-
ceived lower benefits as result of the changes
in the computation of benefits enacted by
Public Law 95–216, as compensation for the
reduced benefits they have been paid; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. REYES:
H.R. 1473. A bill for the relief of Vince

Munoz, Governor of the Tribal Council of the
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo and all other enrolled
members of the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H. Res. 141. A resolution for the relief of
Vince Munoz, Governor of the Tribal Council
of the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo and all other en-
rolled members of the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 2: Mr. GILLMOR and Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 7: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.

DEAL of Georgia, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. POMBO,
Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. SALMON, Mr. RYAN of
Wisconsin, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. HOSTETTLER.
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H.R. 21: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. GEKAS, Mr.

TALENT, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
QUINN, Mr. MINGE, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. WISE.

H.R. 41: Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 72: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. CONDIT, and Mr.

NEY.
H.R. 152: Ms. BROWN of Florida.
H.R. 165: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. CONYERS.
H.R. 175: Mr. BAIRD, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.

DOOLEY of California, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
ORTIZ, Mr. THUNE, Mr. WEINER, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. MINGE, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, and
Mr. ROGAN.

H.R. 194: Mr. UPTON.
H.R. 210: Mrs. WILSON and Mr. HILLIARD.
H.R. 216: Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 218: Mr. HULSHOF, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.

WHITFIELD, and Mr. LARGENT.
H.R. 242: Mr. SESSIONS, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.

BEREUTER, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. PAUL, Mr. WAMP,
Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. RILEY, Mr. SCHAFFER, and
Mr. HILL of Montana.

H.R. 318: Mr. BOYD.
H.R. 351: Mr. PITTS, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr.

GUTIERREZ.
H.R. 360: Mr. FORBES and Ms. MCCARTHY of

Missouri.
H.R. 362: Mr. WEXLER and Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD.
H.R. 363: Mr. MCINTYRE, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. TURNER, and Mr.
BISHOP.

H.R. 364: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
H.R. 365: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
H.R. 366: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
H.R. 380: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.

BALLENGER, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut,
Mr. ROEMER, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. UPTON, and
Mr. SWEENEY.

H.R. 383: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 407: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 408: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 417: Mr. WEYGAND.
H.R. 425: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mrs.

MEEK of Florida, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 464: Mr. REGULA, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. RUSH, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
DREIER, and Mr. MCCRERY.

H.R. 469: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
FOLEY, and Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 486: Mr. BUYER.
H.R. 527: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 574: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 580: Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 601: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 604: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and

Mr. PETRI.
H.R. 607: Mr. RAMSTAD.
H.R. 672: Mr. HULSHOF and Mr. JOHN.
H.R. 682: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.
H.R. 693: Mr. NUSSLE.
H.R. 699: Ms. NORTON and Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 710: Mr. GORDON, Mr. WICKER, Mr.

WATTS of Oklahoma, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. LUCAS
of Oklahoma, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. PICKERING,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. RADANOVICH,
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. WELLER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
FROST, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. COBURN, and Mr.
LAMPSON.

H.R. 721: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,
Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. POMBO.

H.R. 742: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, and Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 750: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 767: Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 805: Mr. SNYDER.
H.R. 828: Mr. GILLMOR and Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 835: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. MCCRERY.
H.R. 837: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 838: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, and Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 844: Mr. GARY MILLER of California,
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. COOK, Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. WEXLER, and Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 845: Mr. WEINER.
H.R. 860: Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 864: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. GORDON, Mr.

CHAMBLISS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. SCHAFFER, Ms.
LEE, Mr. HORN, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
BORSKI, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. WEINER, Mr. THUNE, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. MINGE,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. THOMPSON of
California, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. MARKEY, and
Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 883: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. CANADY of Flor-
ida, Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. ORTIZ.

H.R. 894: Mr. OSE.
H.R. 895: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr.

BALDACCI, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. LANTOS, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Ms. NORTON, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode
Island, Mr. OLVER, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. WYNN, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
PAYNE, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. STARK, Mr. WU, Mr. DAVIS of
Florida, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
CAPUANO, and Mr. THOMPSON of California.

H.R. 902: Mr. WEINER.
H.R. 919: Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 927: Mr. CRANE, Mr. HULSHOF, and Mr.

UDALL of Colorado.
H.R. 938: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 939: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 957: Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BERRY, Mr.

BRYANT, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
FLETCHER, Mr. OLVER, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
and Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 959: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FATTAH, and Mr.
MOAKLEY.

H.R. 984: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr.
OWENS.

H.R. 991: Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 993: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 997: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.

FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
GILMAN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. PICKET, Mr. KING, and Mrs. ROU-
KEMA.

H.R. 1001: Mr. BARCIA, Mr. TANNER, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH.

H.R. 1008: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. REYES, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr. GREEN
of Texas.

H.R. 1012 Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. CHAMBLISS,
and Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 1041: Mr. DEMINT.
H.R. 1053: Ms. WATERS.
H.R. 1070: Mr. BISHOP, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mrs. FOWLER,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr. KIND.

H.R. 1071: Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H.R. 1074: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. BARR of Georgia,

Mr. GARY MILLER of California, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. WELDON of Florida, and Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 1075: Mr. SAWYER.
H.R. 1082: Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 1084: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 1091: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. MCINNIS,

and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 1092: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 1096: Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 1098: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.

SCHAFFER, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. CANADY of Florida, and Mr.
TIAHRT.

H.R. 1109: Mr. LAFALCE.
H.R. 1111: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. LOBIONDO, and

Mr. COOKSEY.
H.R. 1122: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,

Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, and Mr.
ENGLISH.

H.R. 1139: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GORDON,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mrs. MINK
of Hawaii, Mr. NADLER, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Mr. UNDER-
WOOD.

H.R. 1145: Mr. SCARBOROUGH.
H.R. 1154: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 1172: Mr. SHOWS, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.

GONZALEZ, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. WEINER, Mr. JENKINS, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.
FOLEY, and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 1180: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCNULTY,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. OLVER, Mr. RAHALL,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 1215: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
CONDIT, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 1221: Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 1222: Mr. GANSKE.
H.R. 1223: Mr. EWING, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.

LIPINSKI, Mr. RUSH, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. EVANS, and
Mr. WELLER.

H.R. 1237: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and
Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 1244: Mr. LAFALCE and Mr. LAMPSON.
H.R. 1248: Mr. ALLEN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs.

ROUKEMA, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr. COOKSEY.

H.R. 1261: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 1266: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 1270: Mr. LUTHER and Mr. OBERSTAR.
H.R. 1275: Mr. SCARBOROUGH.
H.R. 1281: Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
H.R. 1288: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.

EVANS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. MCINTYRE.
H.R. 1289: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. STARK, and Mr.

VENTO.
H.R. 1300: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. SHOWS, and

Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 1322: Mr. COX, Mrs. BONO, and Mr.

HUNTER.
H.R. 1330: Mr. GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 1331: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. GON-

ZALEZ, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. VENTO, and
Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 1346: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ROTH-
MAN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, and Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California.

H.R. 1348: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. DANNER, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. SMITH of
Michigan, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. SAM JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
RILEY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. PITTS, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. TALENT, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
CALLAHAN, and Mr. NUSSLE.

H.R. 1354: Mr. BAKER, Mr. COMBEST, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas, and Mr. BONILLA.
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H.R. 1355: Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 1357: Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 1363: Mr. WOLF.
H.R. 1387: Mr. SKELTON.
H.R. 1395: Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
H.R. 1398: Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
H.R. 1402: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr.

KING, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. QUINN,
Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FILNER, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SHERWOOD, and Mr. LAZIO.

H.J. Res. 10: Mrs. EMERSON.
H.J. Res. 25: Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. SPRATT, and

Mr. REYES.
H.J. Res. 37: Mr. SIMPSON.
H. Con. Res. 22: Mr. COOK.
H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr.

HOSTETTLER.
H. Con. Res. 36: Ms. KAPTUR and Mr.

BONIOR.
H. Con. Res. 54: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H. Con. Res. 58: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin

and Mr. TANCREDO.
H. Con. Res. 75: Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-

fornia, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.
DIXON, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. FRANKS
of New Jersey, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. PITTS, Mr. HORN, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. PORTER, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. ROTH-
MAN.

H. Res. 60: Mr. BROWN of California.
H. Res. 89: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and

Ms. ESHOO.
H. Res. 97: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. WAXMAN.
H. Res. 107: Mr. ALLEN, Mr.

FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mrs.
CLAYTON.

H. Res. 133: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Mr. WEINER, Ms.
BALDWIN, and Ms. ESHOO.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors

were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 469: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
H. Res. 124: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.

f

DISCHARGE PETITIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petition was filed:

Petition 1, April 14, 1999, by Mr. TURNER
on H. Res. 122, was signed by the following
Members: Jim Turner, Richard A. Gephardt,
Brian Baird, David E. Bonior, Sam Farr,
Grace F. Napolitano, Martin Frost, Thomas
C. Sawyer, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Earl
Blumenauer, James P. Moran, Ron Kind,
Thomas H. Allen, Jim Davis, Bernard Sand-
ers, Albert Russell Wynn, Eddie Bernice
Johnson, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Gary L.
Ackerman, Ron Klink, Nick Lampson,
Tammy Baldwin, Earl Pomeroy, Bill Luther,
Max Sandlin, Bill Pascrell, Jr., Robert A.
Borski, Frank Mascara, John Elias Baldacci,
Paul E. Kanjorski, Robert A. Brady, Carolyn
McCarthy, Lloyd Doggett, David E. Price,
Rosa L. DeLauro, Steny H. Hoyer, Ellen O.
Tauscher, Joseph Crowley, Martin T. Mee-
han, Neil Abercrombie, James P. McGovern,
Michael E. Capuano, Baron P. Hill, John
Lewis, Lois Capps, Rush D. Holt, Ruben
Hinojosa, Darlene Hooley, Patrick J. Ken-
nedy, Zoe Lofgren, James H. Maloney, Caro-
lyn C. Kilpatrick, John F. Tierney, Mike
Thompson, Shelley Berkley, Dennis Moore,
Lane Evans, Lynn C. Woolsey, Joseph M.
Hoeffel, Janice D. Schakowsky, Ed Pastor,
Charles A. Gonzalez, David Wu, Marcy Kap-
tur, Bob Etheridge, Jonn M. Spratt, Jr., Mar-
ion Berry, Julia Carson, Juanita Millender-
McDonald, Gene Green, Karen L. Thurman,
Major R. Owens, Nancy Pelosi, Diana
DeGette, Lousie McIntosh Slaughter, Jay
Inslee, Tom Udall, Lucille Roybal-Allard,
Loretta Sanchez, Bart Stupak, Pat Danner,
Mark Udall, Eliot L. Engel, Jim McDermott,
John B. Larson, Silvestre Reyes, Bob Clem-
ent, John W. Olver, William J. Coyne, Sander

M. Levin, George E. Brown, Jr., Michael R.
McNulty, Anna G. Eshoo, John S. Tanner,
Lynn N. Rivers, Eva M. Clayton, Steve R.
Rothman, Chaka Fattah, Ted Strickland,
Barbara Lee, Gregory W. Meeks, Edward J.
Markey, Jerrold Nadler, John D. Dingell,
Robert Menendez, Ronnie Shows, Anthony D.
Weiner, David D. Phelps, Henry A. Waxman,
Fortney Pete Stark, Nydia M. Velazquez,
David Minge, Charles W. Stenholm, William
D. Delahunt, Gary A. Condit, Norman Sisi-
sky, Bob Filner, Debbie Stabenow, Norman
D. Dicks, Sam Gejdenson, Benjamin L.
Cardin, Allen Boyd, Ike Skelton, Robert
Wexler, Mike McIntyre, Karen McCarthy,
Dale E. Kildee, Carrie P. Meek, Thomas M.
Barrett, Xavier Becerra, John J. LaFalce,
Sherrod Brown, Rod R. Blagojevich, William
O. Lipinski, Luis V. Gutierrez, Dennis J.
Kucinich, Brad Sherman, Robert A.
Weygand, Leonard L. Boswell, Jose E.
Serrano, Elijah E. Cummings, Edolphus
Towns, James E. Clyburn, Chet Edwards,
Nita M. Lowey, Robert T. Matsui, Melvin L.
Watt, Maurice D. Hinchey, Harold E. Ford,
Jr., Robert E. (Bud) Cramer, Jr., Barney
Frank, Sheila Jackson-Lee, William J. Jef-
ferson, Maxine Waters, Jesse L. Jackson, Jr.,
Ciro D. Rodriguez, George Miller, Bart Gor-
don, Bruce F. Vento, Patsy T. Mink, Chris-
topher John, Rick Boucher, Solomon P.
Ortiz, Tim Roemer, Robert E. Andrews, Mar-
tin Olav Sabo, Howard L. Berman, Tony P.
Hall, Charles B. Rangel, Frank Pallone, Jr.,
Julian C. Dixon, Cynthia A. McKinney, John
Conyers, Jr., William (Bill) Clay, Danny K.
Davis, Bobby L. Rush, Gerald D. Kleczka,
Carolyn B. Maloney, Jerry F. Costello, Ken
Bentsen, Adam Smith, Calvin M. Dooley,
Robert E. Wise, Jr., Vic Snyder, Peter A.
DeFazio, Peter Deustch, Tom Lantos, Donald
M. Payne, and Corrine Brown.
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